Structure and validity of vocational interest scales with US racial and ethnic groups: exploring the interests beyond RIASEC by Tapp, Ronke Renee Lattimore
Retrospective Theses and Dissertations Iowa State University Capstones, Theses andDissertations
2001
Structure and validity of vocational interest scales
with US racial and ethnic groups: exploring the
interests beyond RIASEC
Ronke Renee Lattimore Tapp
Iowa State University
Follow this and additional works at: https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd
Part of the African American Studies Commons, Bilingual, Multilingual, and Multicultural
Education Commons, Other Education Commons, Quantitative Psychology Commons, and the
Race and Ethnicity Commons
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Iowa State University Capstones, Theses and Dissertations at Iowa State University
Digital Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in Retrospective Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Iowa State University
Digital Repository. For more information, please contact digirep@iastate.edu.
Recommended Citation
Tapp, Ronke Renee Lattimore, "Structure and validity of vocational interest scales with US racial and ethnic groups: exploring the
interests beyond RIASEC " (2001). Retrospective Theses and Dissertations. 656.
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd/656
INFORMATION TO USERS 
This manuscript has been reproduced from the microfilm master. UMI films 
the text directly from the original or copy submitted. Thus, some thesis and 
dissertation copies are in typewriter face, while others may be from any type of 
computer printer. 
The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the 
copy submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality illustrations 
and photographs, print bleedthrough, substandard margins, and improper 
alignment can adversely affect reproduction. 
In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete manuscript 
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if unauthorized 
copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate the deletion. 
Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by 
sectioning the original, beginning at the upper left-hand comer and continuing 
from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps. 
Photographs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced 
xerographically in this copy. Higher quality 6" x 9" black and white 
photographic prints are available for any photographs or illustrations appearing 
in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly to order. 
ProQuest Information and Learning 
300 North Zeeb Road. Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346 USA 
800-521-0600 

Structure and validity of vocational interest scales with U.S. racial and ethnic groups: 
Exploring the interests beyond RIASEC 
by 
Ronke Renee Lattimore Tapp 
A dissertation submitted to the graduate faculty 
in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of 
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 
Major: Psychology (Counseling Psychology) 
Program of Study Committee: 
Fred H. Borgen, Major Professor 
Douglas Epperson 
Norman Scott 
Veronica Dark 
Lenola Allen-Sommerville 
Harold "Sande" McNabb 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 
2001 
Copyright © Ronke Renee Lattimore Tapp, 2001. All rights reserved. 
UMI Number 3034201 
UMI 
UMI Microform 3034201 
Copyright 2002 by ProQuest Information and Learning Company. 
All rights reserved. This microform edition is protected against 
unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code. 
ProQuest Information and Learning Company 
300 North Zeeb Road 
P.O. Box 1346 
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346 
ii 
Graduate College 
Iowa State University 
This is to certify that the Doctoral dissertation of 
Ronke Renee Lattimore Tapp 
has met the dissertation requirements of Iowa State University 
Major Professor
For the Major Program 
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
iii 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
LIST OF FIGURES vi 
LIST OF TABLES vii 
ABSTRACT x 
GENERAL INTRODUCTION 1 
Purpose of the Present Study 3 
Dissertation Organization 4 
LITERATURE REVIEW 5 
Multiracial/Multiethnic Issues in Vocational Counseling 7 
Major Questions, Concerns and Obstacles 7 
Cultural Sensitivity and Relevance 7 
Access to Resources and Services 9 
Multicultural Terminology 11 
Lack of Research Consensus 15 
Recent Advancements and Current Directions 17 
A Review of the Contemporary Vocational Theories 18 
Trait-and-Factor Based Theories 19 
Strong's Vocational Interest "Theory" 20 
Overview 20 
Multiracial/multiethnic issues 21 
Holland's Vocational Personality Theory 22 
Overview 22 
Multiracial/multiethnic issues 24 
Roe's Personality Theory of Career Choice 27 
Overview 27 
Multiracial/multiethnic issues 28 
Developmental Theories 29 
Super's Theory of Vocational Development 29 
Overview 29 
Multiracial/multiethnic issues 29 
Gottfredson's Theory of Circumscription and Compromise 30 
Overview 30 
Multiracial/multiethnic issues 30 
Additional Theories 31 
Betz and Hackett's Career Self-Efficacy Theory 31 
Overview 31 
Multiracial/multiethnic issues 32 
Cheatham's Theory of African American Career Development 32 
Overview 32 
Multiracial/multiethnic issues 33 
Summary 34 
iv 
Multiracial/Multiethnic Interests Patterns, Structure, and Validity 35 
Non-Caucasian Racial and Ethnic Interest Patterns and Structure 35 
African American Interests 36 
Hispanic American Interests 37 
Asian American Interests 39 
American Indian Interests 41 
Interests Among Multiple Racial and Ethnic Groups 41 
Validity of Interests Theories and Scales 43 
Construct-Relevant vs. Construct-Irrelevant Variance 43 
Consequential Validity and Outcome Assessment 46 
Conclusion 48 
PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS: SELECTION OF ITEM SUBSET FOR FACTOR 
ANALYSIS 51 
Participants 51 
Selection of Potential Item Subsets 52 
The Initial Item Pool 52 
Selection Method A 52 
Selection Method B 53 
Evaluation of the Potential Item Subsets 53 
Conclusion 56 
STRUCTURE AND VALIDITY OF VOCATIONAL INTEREST SCALES WITH U.S. 
RACIAL AND ETHNIC GROUPS: EXPLORING THE INTERESTS BEYOND RIASEC57 
Abstract 57 
Introduction 58 
Method 63 
Participants 63 
Balanced Sample 64 
Demographic Characteristics 64 
Item Selection and Measures 66 
Items 67 
Factor Scales 68 
Basic Interest Scales 70 
General Occupational Themes 70 
Personal Style Scales 71 
Job Families 72 
Analyses 73 
Analysis of Factor Scale Interest Structure 73 
Within groups 73 
Across groups 74 
Concurrent Predictive Analysis 74 
Results 75 
Factor Scale Interest Structure 75 
Within Groups 75 
V 
Across Groups 79 
Concurrent Predictive Analysis 80 
Discussion 82 
GENERAL CONCLUSION 122 
Factor Scale Interest Structure 123 
Concurrent Predictive Analysis 125 
Limitations 126 
Counseling and Research Implications 127 
APPENDIX A: RAW FACTOR ANALYSIS DATA 129 
APPENDIX B: RAW BIVARIATE CORRELATION DATA 245 
APPENDIX C: ADDITIONAL BIVARIATE CORRELATION SUMMARY TABLES 
FOR CORRELATIONS BETWEEN FACTOR SCALE SETS 276 
REFERENCES 295 
ACKNOWLEDMENTS 306 
vi 
LIST OF FIGURES 
Figure 1. Comparison of the amount of variance accounted for and cross-validated direct hit 
rates for each interest scale set by race-ethnicity 119 
Vil 
LIST OF TABLES 
PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS: SELECTION OF ITEM SUBSET FOR 
FACTORANALYSIS (51 ) 
Table 1.1. Comparison of Bivariate Correlation Analysis Data of ES-317 Factors with ES-
100 Factors Derived Using Alternate Item Subsets 54 
Table 2.1. Bivariate Correlation Analysis Comparison of BS-100.A3 Factors with ES-
100.A3 and ES-317 Factors 55 
Table 3.1. Bivariate Correlation Analysis Comparison of Balanced Sample and African 
American Split Halves Factored Using 100-Item Subset A-3 56 
STRUCTURE AND VALIDITY OF VOCATIONAL INTEREST SCALES 
WITH U.S. RACIAL AND ETHNIC GROUPS: EXPLORING THE INTERESTS 
BEYOND RIASEC (57) 
Table 1.2. Demographic Data for the Racial and Ethnic Groups within the Balanced 
Sample 85 
Table 2.2. List of Named ES-317 Factors with Comparison to Lindley et al. (2000) 
40 Factors 86 
Table 3.2. Relationship of Strong Interest Inventory General Occupational Themes (GOTs) 
and Basic Interest Scales (BISs) 88 
Table 4.2. General Description of the 13 Job Family Clusters with Corresponding 
Occupations 89 
Table 5.2. Relationship of the 13 Job Family Clusters and Rounds et al. (2000) Occupational 
Clusters with Shared Occupations Listed 90 
Table 6.2. Job Family by Race and Ethnicity within the Balanced Sample 91 
Table 7.2. Names of Factor Scales Derived from Analyses of 100-Item Subset with Balanced 
Sample and Each Racial and Ethnic Group 92 
Table 8.2. Item Content of Factor Scales Derived from Analyses of 100-Item Subset with 
Balanced Sample and Each Racial and Ethnic Group 96 
Table 9.2. Correlation of BS-100 Factors with Strong Interest Inventory Content Scales 99 
Table 10.2. Correlation of AfAm-100 Factors with Strong Interest Inventory 
Content Scales 101 
VI11 
Table 11.2. Correlation of AsAm-100 Factors with Strong Interest Inventory 
Content Scales 103 
Table 12.2. Correlation of CAm-100 Factors with Strong Interest Inventory 
Content Scales 105 
Table 13.2. Correlation of HAm-100 Factors with Strong Interest Inventory 
Content Scales 107 
Table 14.2. Correlation of BS-100 Factors with Factors Derived From Analysis of 100-Item 
Subset with Each Racial and Ethnic Group 110 
Table 15.2. Median Correlations of Highest Correlated Factors in Bivariate Correlation 
Analyses of Factor Scale Sets 114 
Table 16.2. List of Factors as Matched for Analysis of the Total Correspondence of the 
Factor Scales 115 
Table 17.2. Total Correspondence Coefficients of Factor Scale Set Using Matched 
Factors 117 
Table 18.2. Discriminant Function Analysis Predictions of Job Family by BS-100 Factors, 
BISs, and GOTs using Balanced Sample and Each Racial and Ethnic Group 118 
Table 19.2. Chi-squared Tests of Differences Between Cross-Validated Direct Hit Rates of 
the BS-100 Factors, BISs, and GOTs for Balanced Sample and Each Racial and Ethnic 
Group 120 
Table 20.2. Chi-squared Tests of Differences Between Cross-Validated Direct Hit Rates of 
the Balanced Sample and Each Racial and Ethnic Group for the BS-100 Factors, BISs, and 
GOTs 121 
APPENDIX A: RAW FACTOR ANALYSIS DATA (129) 
Table 1 A. Structure Matrix of the BS-100 Factors with Factor Item Content Shown in 
Boldface Type 130 
Table 2A. Structure Matrix of the AfAm-100 Factors with Factor Item Content Shown in 
Boldface Type 150 
Table 3 A. Structure Matrix of the AsAm-100 Factors with Factor Item Content Shown in 
Boldface T ype 175 
ix 
Table 4A. Structure Matrix of the CAm-100 Factors with Factor Item Content Shown in 
Boldface Type 200 
Table 5 A. Structure Matrix of the HAm-100 Factors with Factor Item Content Shown in 
Boldface Type 220 
APPENDIX B: RAW BIVARIATE CORRELATION DATA (245) 
Table IB. Correlation of BS-100 Factors with AfAm-100 Factors 246 
Table 2B. Correlation of BS-100 Factors with AsAm-100 Factors 249 
Table 3B. Correlation of BS-100 Factors with CAm-100 Factors 252 
Table 4B. Correlation of BS-100 Factors with HAm-100 Factors 255 
Table 5B. Correlation of AfAm-100 Factors with AsAm-100 Factors 258 
Table 6B. Correlation of AfAm-100 Factors with CAm-100 Factors 261 
Table 7B. Correlation of AfAm-100 Factors with HAm-100 Factors 264 
Table 8B. Correlation of AsAm-100 Factors with CAm-100 Factors 267 
Table 9B. Correlation of AsAm-100 Factors with HAm-100 Factors 270 
Table 10B. Correlation of CAm-100 Factors with HAm-100 Factors 273 
APPENDIX C: ADDITIONAL BIVARIATE CORRELATION SUMMARY TABLES 
FOR CORRELATIONS BETWEEN FACTOR SCALE SETS (276) 
Table 1C. Correlation of AfAm-100 Factors with Factors Derived From Analysis of 
100-Item Subset with Balanced Sample and Each Racial and Ethnic Group 277 
Table 2C. Correlation of AsAm-100 Factors with Factors Derived From Analysis of 
100-Item Subset with Balanced Sample and Each Racial and Ethnic Group 281 
Table 3C. Correlation of CAm-100 Factors with Factors Derived From Analysis of 
100-Item Subset with Balanced Sample and Each Racial and Ethnic Group 285 
Table 4C. Correlation of HAm-100 Factors with Factors Derived From Analysis of 
100-Item Subset with Balanced Sample and Each Racial and Ethnic Group 289 
X 
ABSTRACT 
The large national sample of racial-ethnically diverse participants in this study was 
derived from the vast information obtained during the revision of the 1994 Strong Interest 
Inventory (SEE: L.W. Harmon, J. C. Hansen, F. H. Borgen & A. L. Hammer, 1994). The 
balanced sample utilized in the study contained 3,087 individuals from four of the major U.S. 
racial-ethnic groups: 805 African Americans, 795 Asian Americans, 800 Caucasian 
Americans, and 687 Hispanic Americans. Item-based factor scales derived using each racial 
and ethnic group separately and with the balanced sample produced factor scale interest 
structures that were highly similar. In addition, concurrent validity of the balanced sample 
factors, the Basic Interest Scales, and the General Occupational Themes was tested across the 
racial and ethnic groups. Each interest scale set was examined for its ability to predict 
participants' job family membership, as defined by 13 job family clusters of the participants' 
concurrent occupations. The discriminant multivariate results showed that each of the 
interest scale sets contributed significantly to the predictions of job family membership. 
Further, the results indicated that the amount of variance accounted for in the prediction was 
significantly increased when the more specific sets of interests, that is, the factor scales and 
the Basic Interest Scales, were used. 
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION 
Ten years ago, very little was established about the validity and counseling usefulness 
of vocational interest measures across racial and ethnic groups in the United States. Carter 
and Swanson (1990) are frequently cited for calling for an increased attention to this topic 
when they observed that little was known about the validity of the Strong Interest Inventory 
with Black Americans. Throughout the years, similar questions about the validity of 
vocational interest theories and inventories have been voiced for other U. S. racial and ethnic 
groups (Arbona & Novy, 1991; Fouad & Spreda, 1995; Haverkamp, Collins, & Hansen, 
1994; Hawks & Muha, 1991). As a result, research over the past decade has begun to 
address these questions and expand the field's knowledge about vocational interest, interest 
structure, and the validity of numerous interest measures when used with individuals from 
diverse racial and ethnic groups. This information is expected to be highly useful to 
vocational counselors as they continue to serve an increasingly diverse U.S. population in a 
dramatically changing millennial workforce. 
While research into the interest patterns and structure between the major U.S. racial 
and ethnic groups has, thus far, produced varying results, it generally provides at least 
moderate support for Holland's (1997) six vocational interest dimensions: Realistic, 
Investigative, Artistic, Social, Enterprising, and Conventional, also referred to as RIASEC 
(Day & Rounds, 1998; Fouad & Dancer, 1992; Fouad, Cudeck, & Hansen, 1984; Fouad, 
Harmon, & Borgen, 1997; Hansen, 1987; Lattimore & Borgen, 1999; Ryan, Tracey, & 
Rounds, 1996; Swanson, 1992). One possible exception to this general conclusion is the 
tendency for Asian American samples to produce a RISCEA ordering of Holland's (1997) 
vocational types (Fouad, Harmon, & Borgen, 1996; Haverkamp, Collins, & Hansen, 1994). 
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Still, due to the fact that most of the differences and deviations found in the research have not 
been consistent, Holland's (1997) model has been maintained as a useful way to represent the 
structure of interests for all racial and ethnic groups (Hansen, 1992). 
Most recently the field has been enhanced by several studies of the structure and 
validity of Holland's (1997) model. Fouad, Harmon, and Borgen (1997) used 
multidimensional scaling with a national sample of working adults and concluded that the 
circular ordering of the Holland model (1997) fit both males and females from four major 
U.S. racial-ethnic groups: African Americans, Asian Americans, Latinos-Hispanics, and 
Caucasians. Day and Rounds (1998), used multidimensional scaling with a national sample 
of college bound high school students who took the UNIACT interest inventory and reached 
a similar conclusion. Their study examined five racial-ethnic groups, including the above 
four and a Native American sample. In addition, an examination of concurrent validity by 
Lattimore and Borgen (1999) found that Holland's (1997) dimensions predicted job family 
membership equally well for the five major U.S. racial-ethnic groups listed above while 
using a sample of college educated, employed adults. 
While Holland's (1997) model has remained popular and useful in both research and 
counseling practice, there is considerable evidence suggesting that there is more to interest 
measurement than is described by the Holland (1997) RIASEC model (Donnay & Borgen, 
1996; Lindley, Borgen, Donnay, & Majors, 2000). Donnay and Borgen (1996) noted that 
the predictive ability of Holland's (1997) RIASEC model, as measured by the General 
Occupational Themes (GOTs) of the Strong Interest Inventory (SO), was enhanced when 
other SII interest scales, that is, the Basic Interest Scales and Personal Style Scales, were 
hierarchically included in the predictive analysis. To date, neither of these additional scales 
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has been examined in a multiracial/multiethnic context. Also, Lindley et al. (2000) identified 
forty interest factors using item analysis of the 1994 SU. Further exploration of these 
additional interest scales and factors with racially and ethnically diverse groups may provide 
information that would help in the understanding of career development and choice among 
U.S. American racial and ethnic groups. 
Purpose of the Present Study 
This study goes beyond the RIASEC conceptualization to examine how more 
complex sets of interests function within U.S. racial and ethnic groups. Due to extensive 
collection of ethnicity data during the revision of the 1994 Strong Interest Inventory (Harmon 
et al., 1994), analyses of these interest sets with a large diverse national sample of working 
adults are now possible. Specifically, this study will focus on exploring the factor scales 
identified by Lindley et al. (2000) and the Basic Interest Scales (BISs) of the SII in 
comparison with Holland's (1997) theory, as measured by the GOTs. The goal will be to 
both examine the structure of vocational interests as measured by the different interest sets 
and evaluate the ability of each interest set to predict real world behaviors such as 
occupational membership, i.e., the concurrent criterion-related validity for different racial 
and ethnic groups. 
As work on the next revision of the Strong Interest Inventory is now underway, it is 
expected that the issues addressed in this study can enhance the utility of the revision for 
various racial and ethnic groups. Further, it is expected that a close examination of the factor 
scales and BISs among the different racial and ethnic groups will help vocational theorists, 
researchers, and counselors to better understand the interests of their racially and ethnically 
4 
diverse clients, especially in those cases where the generally accepted RIASEC ordering of 
interest is in question. 
Dissertation Organization 
A review of the literature pertinent to this research topic follows this general 
introduction. The main text of the study is included in the form of a manuscript prepared for 
submission to the Journal of Counseling Psychology. The paper shares the same title as the 
dissertation and is co-authored by Fred H. Borgen and myself, Ronke R. Lattimore Tapp. 
F.H. Borgen, Ph.D., is a professor of Psychology at Iowa State University and leads a 
research team focused on vocational research and specific issues related to the Strong Interest 
Inventory. During my work on this project he has served as my major professor and has 
provided invaluable support, guidance, and mentoring. Following the manuscript, the 
dissertation will conclude with a general discussion. References from the manuscript are 
included with the references at the end of the dissertation document. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
The practice and study of vocational counseling began in the early 1900's in response 
to vast demographic and economic changes that occurred during the Industrial Revolution 
(Hawks & Muha, 1991). During this era scores of people journeyed from their rural homes 
to larger urban areas in search of greater opportunities and factory work. As this trend 
continued, urban areas grew more crowded, jobs grew scarce, and poverty increased 
dramatically. In an attempt to address this dire social condition, today's vocational 
counseling forerunners set out to increase people's knowledge of available career options by 
matching people to appropriate work environments using trait-and-factor models (Chartrand, 
1991; Hawks & Muha, 1991). 
Vocational researchers aided the effort by producing occupational classification 
systems and psychometric instruments that the counselors could use in their work with 
clients (Chartrand, 1991). These instruments did not gain widespread popularity, however, 
until the 1930's and 40's when the advent World War II presented the need for group 
measures that could quickly and accurately classify and assign individuals for military 
service (Chartrand, 1991 ; Fouad & Spreda, 1995). The success and utility of the WWII 
group measures led to the increased use of both group and individual tests and inventories in 
vocational counseling. Since then, the list of resources available to vocational counselors 
and clients has expanded to include professional counselors, educational materials, computer-
aided explorations, and a variety of tests and inventories. Further, the vocational counseling 
clientele has grown beyond the displaced adult worker or military personnel mentioned 
above to include high school and college students. In addition, vocational counselors now 
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counsel more women clients and an increasing number of clients from a variety of different 
racial and ethnic groups (Brown, 2000; Fouad & Spreda, 1995; Hawks & Muha, 1991). 
Currently, approximately one-third of the U.S. population has a non-Caucasian racial 
or ethnic heritage (Nagayama Hall & Maramba, 2001) and demographic projections suggest 
that the population will continue to grow more racially and ethnically diverse (Fouad & 
Spreda, 1995; Hawks & Muha, 1991; Okocha, 1994; Sue, Parham, & Bonilla-Santiago, 
1998; Suinn, 2001; U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1996a). This change presents a new social 
challenge to the field of vocational counseling, especially given projections that as much as 
75% of the millennial workforce will soon consist of racial and ethnic "minorities" and 
women and 45% of students in public schools will be from non-Caucasian racial and ethnic 
backgrounds (Sue, Parham & Bonilla-Santiago, 1998; Suinn, 2001). In fact, by the year 
2030 it is expected that 14.4% of the population will be African American, 18.9% Hispanic, 
7% Asian/Pacific Islander, and 1% Native American (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1996a). 
Should the trends that have historically led to unemployment and low-pay employment for 
these racially and ethnically diverse members of the workforce — that is, underrepresentation 
in higher education and other growing occupations and increased high school dropout rates — 
continue, then the United States may find a large portion of its workforce unavailable for its 
new millennial job opportunities (Hawks & Muha, 1991; Okocha, 1994; Suinn, 2001). 
As many new jobs are expected to require high levels of math, language, and 
reasoning skills education (Hawks & Muha, 1991), the need for interventions aimed at 
reducing the high school dropout rate and increasing the representation of various racial and 
ethnic groups in higher education is crucial to addressing the aforementioned social dilemma. 
Thus far, while the number of racially and ethnically diverse individuals in the United States 
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has increased, the social and vocational advancement of these individuals has been 
significantly lower than that of the Caucasian American, or "majority" population (Suinn, 
2001). For vocational counselors, the challenge is to facilitate the career development and 
preparation of an increasingly diverse clientele in a dramatically changing millennial 
workforce. 
Multiracial/Multiethnic Issues in Vocational Counseling 
Major Questions. Concerns and Obstacles 
Cultural Sensitivity and Relevance 
Concerns that the field of vocational counseling may not be adequately prepared to 
serve its increasingly diverse clientele have prompted many theorists, researchers, and 
counselors to both question and address the cultural relevance and sensitivity of the 
prominent career development theories and vocational counseling tools with a number of 
racially and ethnically diverse individuals and/or groups (Arbona, 1996; D. Brown, 2000; 
M. T. Brown, 1995; Cater & Swanson, 1990; Cheatham, 1990; Fitzgerald & Betz, 1994; 
Fouad & Bingham, 1995; Hartung, 1999; Leong & Brown, 1995; Osipow & Littlejohn, 
1995). The primary question is simply whether contemporary theories are sensitive to the 
potentially unique career development issues that non-Caucasian racially and ethnically 
diverse individuals may face. This question concerns whether these theories and the 
numerous vocational tools and techniques associated with them are relevant, or valid, to use 
with individuals from various racial and ethnic groups. The major concern is that most 
contemporary theories, for example, were developed from data on a restricted range of 
people, specifically Caucasian, middle-class, standard English-speaking, males (Carter & 
Swanson, 1990; Haverkamp, Collins, & Hansen, 1994; Leong & Brown, 1995; Nagayama 
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Hall & Maramba, 2001; Osipow & Fitzgerald, 1996; Osipow & Littlejohn, 1995; Sue & 
Sue, 1990; Ward & Bingham, 2001). 
In addition, the majority of the research done on these theories has been performed by 
Caucasian males using predominately Caucasian middle class samples (Carter & Swanson, 
1990; Osipow & Littlejohn, 1995; Sue & Sue, 1990). Brown (2000) further noted that 
information that has been learned about the effects of race and ethnicity on career 
development and vocational counseling is often not adequately included in current 
discussions of career development issues. Furthermore, the information that is available is 
likely limited, especially given that while less than 25% of the workforce possessed a college 
degree, over 75% of the vocational research used college students or college-educated 
participants (Betz & Fitzgerald, 1995), and often was published in specialty journals thereby 
limiting their exposure (Nagayama Hall & Maramba, 2001). Consequently, it is feared that 
the assumptions underlying the contemporary vocational theories may have a very limited 
scope and tend to be based strongly in the values and realities of the mainstream, or 
"majority," culture (Brown, 2000; Leong & Brown, 1995; Osipow & Littlejohn, 1995; Sue 
& Sue, 1990). 
Leong and Brown (1995) identified five assumptions that are common to most 
contemporary vocational theories: 1) career development is continuous, uninterrupted and 
progressive, 2) the decision maker possesses the psychological, social, and economic means 
to affect their choices, 3) all work has dignity, 4) the existing labor market is free and open, 
and 5) most career choices flow from internal factors, such as personality and interests (also 
see Osipow & Littlejohn, 1995). The validity of these assumptions with non-Caucasian, non-
middle class populations seems suspect for a number of reasons. First, the assumption that 
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people possess the means to affect their career choice, for example, ignores the fact that 
many poor and uneducated individuals are often forced to make career decisions based on a 
variety of external factors and may find their options limited (Hawks & Muha, 1991 ; Leong 
& Brown, 1995; Okocha, 1994; Osipow & Littlejohn, 1995). Further, many of the social 
and economic factors that affect career choice, such as educational level and socioeconomic 
status, are confounded with race and cultural factors and may affect the career development 
of a significant segment of racially and ethnically diverse individuals (Carter, 1995; Hawks 
& Muha, 1991; NAMHC, 1996; Sue & Sue, 1990). 
Evidence also suggests that some of the other assumptions may be reversed in certain 
racial and ethnic groups. Hawks and Muha (1991), for example, point out that people may 
narrow their own career options "based upon perceived gender and status appropriateness 
during the early grammar school years" (p. 225). Similarly, Tomlinson and Evans-Hughes 
(1991) cited evidence that as much as 35% of the variance in vocational interests of college 
students may be accounted for by their life-history experiences. In addition, several of the 
assumptions are based on the client's preference for an independent decision making style 
that bases career choice predominantly on internal factors and personal control. These 
assumptions appear to be culturally insensitive to individuals who favor a more dependent 
decision making style, such as is characteristic of cultures with a strong collectivistic social 
value (Brown, 2000; Park & Harrison, 1995). 
Access to Resources and Services 
An equally important question is whether vocational counseling resources and 
services are equally accessible to individuals from different racial and ethnic groups. Career 
counseling services were criticized for lacking adequate accessibility and availability after it 
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was found that non-Caucasian, racially and ethnically diverse individuals, also referred to as 
"ethnic minorities" or "minorities" in much of the literature, were significantly less likely to 
receive and/or utilize career and academic program counseling (Hawks & Muha, 1991). 
Interestingly, Bingham and Ward (2001) observed a gender difference in this lack of 
utilization with African Americans, such that African American women sought counseling 
services 50% more than African American men. This significant lack of service utilization 
occurred despite evidence that vocational counseling is typically preferred over 
psychological counseling as a source of professional help among racially and ethnically 
diverse individuals and that these individuals are highly likely to express a need for such 
career-related services (Bingham & Ward, 2001; Brown & Pinterits, 2001; Carter & 
Swanson, 1990; Haverkamp, Collins, & Hansen, 1994; Leong & Brown, 1995; Stabb & 
Cogdal, 1992). 
Further investigation into this issue suggested that the lack of access and use might be 
linked to a lack of career exploration services available to the students during their early 
education, high school, and college years. The latter is related to the under-representation or 
racially and ethnically diverse individuals in institutions of higher education where career 
services are readily available (Hawks & Muha, 1991). This finding has led many to advocate 
for more career exploration and mentoring services and programs for racially and ethnically 
diverse students along with initiatives and interventions aimed at decreasing the high-school 
and college drop out rates (Betz & Fitzgerald, 1995; Brown & Pinterits, 2001; Gloria & 
Robinson Kurpius, 2001). 
11 
Multicultural Terminology 
One major obstacle faced by theorists and researchers who desire to address these 
questions and concerns is the race and ethnicity related terminology. A simple scan through 
the literature quickly and clearly illustrates the significance of this factor. Terms such as 
"race," "ethnicity," "culture," and "minority" are often poorly defined and/or used 
interchangeably. The resultant confusion can hinder researchers' ability to fully understand 
other researchers' findings, to compare and contrast the results of different research studies, 
or to identify and incorporate salient multicultural variables (Brown & Pinterits, 2001; 
Carter & Swanson, 1990; Leong & Brown, 1995; Phinney, 1996). Further, in efforts to 
avoid offensive labels and lessen the confusion, some researchers have introduced new terms 
to refer to various different groups of people, such as "ethnic group" (Phinney, 1996), 
"culturally different" (Sue & Sue, 1990), or "visible racial/ethnic minority" (Carter & 
Swanson, 1990). Since it is not always clear how these terms differ from and/or overlap with 
other terms, the same confusion of terminology persists, especially as the popularity and 
sometimes indiscriminate use of the newer terms increases. In general, researchers agree that 
the profusion of terms and categories used to define group membership are at best "social 
constructions rather than natural entities" (Phinney, 1996, p. 919). Evidence for this belief is 
gleaned from observations that the use of different terms within some ethnic groups often 
varies with time, situations, and individuals (Phinney, 1996). Still, although the terms are 
interrelated and often interchanged, each refers to a specific aspect of group membership. 
The term "race " refers to a biological classification based on physical characteristics 
(Leong & Brown, 1995; Osipow & Fitzgerald, 1996; Ponterotto & Casa, 1991). While the 
validity of genetically derived racial groups is debated (see Leong & Brown, 1995), in actual 
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practice, race is believed to be an important stimulus variable, that is, the social importance 
of race is in how others respond to a given physical characteristic of an individual (Osipow & 
Fitzgerald, 1996). Support for this conceptualization of race is found in literature 
documenting the relationship between the skin tone of African Americans (a racial 
characteristic) and their educational, occupational, and social-economic attainments 
(Bingham & Ward, 2001; Osipow & Fitzgerald, 1996). 
"Ethnicity," on the other hand, refers to a group of individuals who share a common 
social and cultural heritage (Leong & Brown, 1995; Osipow & Fitzgerald, 1996; Ponterotto 
& Casa, 1991). Ethnic groups are often identified based on such social, cultural, and 
psychological characteristics as language, customs, beliefs, and religion. An ethnic group's 
characteristics are commonly passed down through the generations, thereby maintaining the 
groups' ethnic identity. Since these groups are often broadly defined in research, the nuances 
of the different groups within an ethnic group may be overlooked or not fully distinguished. 
For this reason, ethnic groups are often subdivided into smaller groups called cultural 
subgroups. The "Hispanic" ethnic group, for example, can be subdivided into Mexican 
American (sometimes referred to as "Chicana(o)"), Puerto Rican, Cuban, and other Central 
and South American cultural groups (often denoted "Latina(o)"), as well as individuals with 
direct European-Spanish heritage (the cultural group that is most accurately labeled 
"Hispanic") (Arbona, 1990; Hansen, S arma, & Collins, 1999). 
Although not always clearly defined in the literature, "culture" can be distinguished 
from both race and ethnicity. Sue and Sue (1990) provide a simple definition of culture as 
"all of those things that people have learned to do, believe, value, and enjoy in their history. 
It is the totality of ideals, beliefs, skills, tools, customs, and institutions into which each 
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member of society is born" (p. 35). As culture can be defined broadly, that is American, or 
more narrowly as seen in the cultural subgroups within ethnic groups, some researchers have 
discussed the "bicultural" nature of non-Caucasian, non-majority culture individuals in the 
U.S. (Sue & Sue, 1990). 
"Majority" and "minority" are generally defined in terms of the relative political and 
economic standing of a cultural group in a given society rather than in terms of the relative 
size of a given group (Leong & Brown, 1995; Osipow & Fitzgerald, 1996). A common 
element in the historical, and often current, experience of many "minority" individuals in the 
U.S. is oppression either overtly or subtly by majority individuals and institutions, that is, a 
pattern of restricted access to educational, economic, and political opportunities often 
enjoyed by those of the "majority" culture (Osipow & Fitzgerald, 1996; Osipow & 
Littlejohn, 1995; Sue & Sue, 1990; Ward & Bingham, 2001). While these terms provide a 
wealth of information about the socio-political and socio-economic status of an individual or 
group, in the U.S. the term "minority" is arguably offensive because it "by definition, 
compares persons in minorities in a diminutive fashion to a European-American standard, the 
presumed cultural majority in this country, and thus contributes to disempowering them" 
(Leong & Brown, 1995, p. 147; cf. Cook & Helms, 1988). While the study of different racial 
and ethnic groups within the United States is often referred to as "ethnic minority 
psychology" and the American Psychological Association's Division 45 is named the 
"Society for the Psychological Study of Ethnic Minority Issues," many in education and 
research have tried to refrain from the use of "minority" and "majority" in their description 
of racial and ethnic groups (Nagayama Hall & Maramba, 2001). Due to the potentially 
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offensive and diminutive connotation of the term "minority," this author will likewise refrain 
from its use whenever possible. 
Another frequent confusion in the terminology associated with this field of study is 
the mixed use of the terms "cross-cultural" and "multicultural." Technically, the term 
"cross-cultural" refers to studies of different racial and ethnic groups in different cultures, for 
example U.S. American students compared with Japanese students, while "multicultural" 
refers to studies of different racial and ethnic groups within one culture, for example African 
Americans compared with Caucasian Americans (Nagayama Hall & Maramba, 2001). In 
keeping with these definitions, this author will use the terms "multicultural" or "multiracial" 
and "multiethnic," that are more accurate for the purposes of this study, unless discussing a 
true "cross-cultural" research finding. 
U.S. American racial and ethnic groups are most commonly divided into five broad 
categories developed originally for use by the Census Bureau: Hispanic, non-Hispanic 
White, Black, Native American, and Asian/Pacific Islander (Phinney, 1996). According to 
the terms described in previous paragraphs, the Caucasian, Black, and Asian groups could be 
classified as racial groups, while the Hispanic group would be more accurately defined as an 
ethnic group consisting of several cultural subgroups (Osipow & Fitzgerald, 1995). In 
actuality, given our definition, all of the groups could be considered ethnic groups able to be 
divided into more specific cultural subgroups, and all except the non-Hispanic, heterosexual, 
Caucasian males could be labeled minorities within the U.S. society (Osipow & Fitzgerald, 
1995). Given the potential offensiveness of the term "minority," however, this author will 
refrain from referring to members of different racial and ethnic groups as minorities 
whenever possible and whenever doing so will not affect the accurate description of another 
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authors research findings. Further, this study will refer to the racial and ethnic groups using 
the following category labels: American Indian, Asian American, African American, 
Caucasian American, and Hispanic American. The term "American" is added to all groups 
to note their existence within the U.S. American mainstream culture and is not necessarily an 
indication of citizenship. While these categories are not perfect, and in some ways mask the 
uniqueness of the cultural subgroups within each, they do reflect the current "consensus" on 
multicultural terminology in both practice and the literature and they have the advantage of 
referring to the group's underlying ethnicity rather than the outward physical characteristics 
such as skin color. Previous research findings will also be referred to using these categories 
whenever to do so will not adversely affect discussion of the findings. 
Lack of Research Consensus 
Another obstacle that researchers studying issues of race and ethnicity face is a 
general lack of consensus in the limited vocational research that exists on the topic. Studies 
of the validity of interest patterns, structure, and inventories with various racial and ethnic 
groups in the U.S. have yet to conclusively answer their original questions, and seem only to 
truly agree on the need for additional research. One potential reason for this lack of 
consensus is that much of the research that does exist is plagued with many limitations, 
including the use of small homogeneous samples with questionable generalizability, the use 
of multiple statistical procedures, sometimes deemed inappropriate with small samples, and 
the use of various different measures for one construct, for example using the Strong Interest 
Inventory, the Vocational Preference Inventory, the Self Directed Search, and others, to 
identify the Holland's vocational personality types (Carter & Swanson, 1990; Hansen, 
1987). In addition, few studies that have found differences between racial and ethnic groups 
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have provided any useful interpretation of the differences for career counselors and clients 
involved in the career decision-making process (Carter & Swanson, 1990; Chartrand, 1992; 
Holland & Gottfredson, 1992). 
Another major limitation is that the educational level of the participants in the study is 
frequently higher than the average for the population, thereby limiting the generalizability of 
the results. This has frequently been true of recent studies using large national samples of 
different racial and ethnic groups. The other side to this issue, however, is that due to the 
size of the samples, these studies may be able to explore issues or utilize statistical 
procedures that would be impossible with smaller samples (Fouad, Harmon, & Borgen, 1997; 
Lattimore & Borgen, 1999). Still, the homogeneity within the group suggests that 
contemporary vocational theorists and researchers have yet to explore many of the various 
political, economic, psychological, and cultural realities of racially and ethnically diverse 
individuals in the United States (Bingham & Ward, 2001; Brown, 2000; Brown & Pinterits, 
2001; Leong & Brown, 1995; NAMHC, 1996). As a result, it is highly important for 
researchers, theorists, and counselors not to simply assume that racial or ethnic group 
membership alone predicts behaviors and/or attitudes in a psychologically meaningful way 
(Haverkamp, Collins, & Hansen, 1994; Lent & Worthington, 2000; Phinney, 1996) until 
various factors that may mediate career choice and development, such as the ability to deal 
with racism and social inequalities (Brown & Pinterits, 2001; Hawks & Muha, 1991; Leong 
& Brown, 1995; NAMHC, 1996; Ward & Bingham, 2001) or one's level of racial identity 
development or acculturation (Betz & Fitzgerald, 1995; Bingham & Ward, 2001; Carter, 
1995; Park & Harisson, 1995; Sue & Sue, 1990; Ward & Bingham, 2001), have been 
adequately researched. It should be noted, however, that some researchers have attempted to 
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identify the salient cultural variables of specific racial and ethnic groups and theorize about 
their effects on vocational development and career choice (e.g., Cheatham, 1990; Hansen, 
Scullard, & Haviland, 2000). Thus far, the most salient of these variables has yet to be 
incorporated into either the most popular contemporary theories or a new multicultural theory 
of career development (Osipow & Littlejohn, 1995). 
Another factor in the general lack of consensus is intimately related to the 
aforementioned confusion in multicultural terminology. Clear descriptions of the racial and 
ethnic makeup of research participants, unfortunately, were not always provided in 
multicultural research. In cases where this information was not provided, the research 
finding may appear confusing and misleading. One researcher studying a U.S. Asian sample, 
for example, may have studied persons of primarily Japanese heritage while another working 
with a U.S. Asian sample may have studied participants of Korean heritage. The result is a 
general inability to determine if the results, whether they be similarities or differences, were 
1) due to sample variation within comparable groups, 2) indicative of some difference in the 
racial and/or ethnic groups being compared, or 3) related to some characteristic of the study 
itself, such as the use of different research methodologies. 
Recent Advancements and Current Directions 
One recent advance in the field of multicultural vocational research is that as 
information regarding the numerous challenges, obstacles, and limitations in the field have 
been identified, many researchers have sought out ways to overcome and address the issues 
in their recent research studies. This has led to more accurate descriptions of racial and 
ethnic samples, the use of larger and more representative samples, and careful selection of 
appropriate statistical procedures, to name just a few of the adjustments being made. This 
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will and has enabled the field to make some dramatic advances in terms of increasing the 
knowledge base concerning the career development and choice of racially and ethnically 
diverse individuals in the United States. 
This increased knowledge base will be invaluable to the development of a theory that 
comprehensively addresses the salient race and ethnicity related factors that affect one's 
career development and choice. Ideally these factors and the information on how they 
influence career development, decision making, and choice will be incorporated into the 
commonly used contemporary theories and their assumptions (Osipow & Littlejohn, 1995). 
Many argue that ensuring the relevance and sensitivity of vocational counseling for a 
diversified clientele will require a commitment to reexamine the current career development 
theories, assumptions, counseling practices and tools, and a willingness to make changes in 
the context of career interventions if necessary (Betz & Fitzgerald, 1995; Bingham & Ward, 
2001; Brown 2000; Hawks & Muha, 1991; Okocha, 1994; Ward & Bingham, 2001). 
A Review of the Contemporary Vocational Theories 
Since the inception of vocational psychology as a practice, vocational researchers and 
counselors have searched for ways to describe and categorize the career development and 
choice processes that they observed and addressed with their clients. Frank Parsons (1909), 
often referred to as the father of the field of vocational psychology, believed that individuals 
could be trained to identify their personal traits and apply them to different work 
environments (Bingham & Ward, 2001; Osipow & Fitzgerald, 1996). His belief was based 
on the idea that individuals and occupations could be matched once the characteristics of 
each and how they related to one another were understood (Chartrand, 1991 ; Osipow & 
Fitzgerald, 1996). This basic idea is the cornerstone of modern trait-and-factor theories that 
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likewise assert that 1) individuals have certain measurable traits, commonly viewed in terms 
of abilities, interests, and values, 2) occupations have certain task or responsibilities that 
require specific traits, 3) a match between the two can be made, and 4) the closer the match 
between the individual's traits and the occupations requirements, the greater the chance that 
the individual will be satisfied with and attain longevity at the occupation (Leong & Brown, 
1995; Osipow & Fitzgerald, 1996). Many vocational interest theories, such as the theories 
of Strong (1943), Holland (1973, 1985, 1997), and Roe (1956), are based on a modem form 
of this approach commonly referred to as a person-environment fit approach (Osipow & 
Fitzgerald, 1996). 
Other theories look at vocational development through stages. Both Super's (1991) 
and Gottfredson's (1981) theories, for example, are based on the stage-wise development of 
the self-concept. Still other theories focus on key concepts, such as self-efficacy, and explore 
how it relates to career choice, for example Betz and Hackett's (1986) work on career self-
efficacy. In addition, a few vocational theorists have attempted to develop theories specific 
to certain cultures, for example Cheatham's (1990) theory of career development with 
African Americans. 
The following paragraphs will provide a brief overview of each of these theories. 
General information regarding the multiracial and multiethnic use of the theory in the United 
States will also be covered. 
Trait-and-Factor Based Theories 
Trait-and-factor based theories, also known as person-environment fit or vocational 
interest theories, are among the most popular vocational theories. Their popularity is thought 
to stem from their simplicity and clarity, especially in use with clients. This simplicity also 
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increases the usefulness of vocational theories for researchers. Further, the interest 
inventories associated with the theories are immensely valuable tools in the exploration of 
interest structure models and dimensions, the results of which help theorists and researchers 
better understand the nuances of vocational psychology, career development and career 
choice. In practice, interest inventories 1 ) provide information to help the counselor better 
understand the client's perspective, 2) provide feedback and vocational options and 
alternatives for the client, 3) can confirm a client's interest in a particular area, 4) help clients 
to compare and evaluate different aspects of themselves, 5) provide organization and 
structure to the career decision process, and 6) can be used to identify areas of potential 
growth (Fouad & Spreda, 1995; Ward & Bingham, 2001). It is because of these many 
benefits to theorists, researchers, counselors, and clients that interest inventories have 
become the most popular counseling tools currently in use. Nevertheless, concerns about the 
multicultural sensitivity of vocational counseling using contemporary interest theories and 
inventories have been raised, especially concerning the assumptions underlying the theories. 
Specific concerns associated with each theory will be noted in the following paragraphs. 
Strong's Vocational Interest "Theory" 
Overview. The Strong Vocational Interest Blank (SVIB), introduced in 1927 by E. 
K. Strong, Jr., was one of the first vocational interest inventories to be developed (Donnay, 
1997; Harmon et al., 1994). This inventory contained ten Occupational Scales (OSs), 
constructed using empirically contrasted groups, which compared a person's interests to the 
interests of adult males employed in those occupations (Donnay, 1997). This inventory was 
later revised into the Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory (SCO) and then the Strong Interest 
Inventory (SII), the latest version of which contains 211 OSs plus additional global interest 
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and personal style scales. Strong (1943) theorized that the relationships between these OSs 
could be represented using a spherical model. From this idea he created an Interest Globe 
Chart of 34 OSs to help practitioners and their clients better understand the interest inventory 
scores (Rounds & Day, 1999). These tools were developed based on Strong's assumption 
that people within an occupation generally report similar interests, that is, likes and dislikes, 
and that the measurement of these interests could provide an empirical base for matching 
people to jobs (Strong, 1943). Strong's work is commonly viewed as the empirical base for 
Holland's (1973, 1985, 1997) theory of vocational personalities and work environments, an 
innovation that has caused Strong's inventories to be listed among the most popular 
vocational interest inventories (Borgen 1986; Carter & Swanson, 1990; Donnay, 1997; 
Harmon et al., 1994; Haverkamp, Collins, & Hansen, 1994; Tomlinson & Evans-Hughes, 
1991). 
Multiracial/multiethnic issues. Like most contemporary vocational tools, the validity 
of the various Strong inventories with diverse racial and ethnic groups has been questioned 
due to the fact that they were originally developed and researched using predominantly 
Caucasian, standard-English speaking, middle class, males (Carter & Swanson, 1990; 
Tomlinson & Evans-Hughes, 1991). Strong (1952) himself voiced this concern after noting 
several differences in how Blacks and Whites responded to certain items and suggested that 
separate ethnic group norms may need to be established. Carter and Swanson (1990) noted, 
however, that "Strong's (1952) foresighted recommendation regarding the need for a Black 
normative group has not been further explored in the intervening 38 years, yet the available 
evidence indicated that the need still exists" (Carter & Swanson, 1990, p. 206). 
Encouragingly, over the past decade, researchers have begun to further explore the 
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differences in both the interest patterns and structures of various different racial and ethnic 
groups (see Fouad & Spreda, 1995; Fouad, Harmon, & Borgen, 1997; Hansen, Sarma, & 
Collins, 1999; Haverkamp, Collins, & Hansen, 1994; Lattimore & Borgen, 1999; Park & 
Harrison, 1995). As the majority of this research uses Holland's typology as the measure for 
vocational interest, additional multicultural use issues will be discussed in the next section. 
Holland's Vocational Personality Theory 
Overview. Holland's (1997) theory states that people can be categorized using six 
vocational personality types: Realistic, Investigative, Artistic, Social, Enterprising, and 
Conventional. Together the vocational types are commonly referred to by their acronym, 
RIASEC. Each vocational type is characterized by a preference for a certain type of 
activities such that Realistic (R) types prefer the manipulation of machines, tools, and other 
things; Investigative (I) types prefer to explore natural and/or social phenomena; Artistic 
(A) types prefer artistic activities such as literature, music, and drama; Social (S) types 
prefer helping, teaching, counseling, or otherwise serving people; Enterprising (E) types 
prefer to use persuasion and/or manipulation to influence or direct people; and Conventional 
(C) types prefer to establish and/or maintain order and routine. Work environments are 
similarly characterized based on the requirements of their various activities, tasks, 
responsibilities, and opportunities. In keeping with the person-environment fit approaches, 
Holland's (1997) theory assumes that vocational satisfaction and success will be most likely 
when an individual's vocational personality type and the chosen work environment type are 
congruent, or similarly matched (Borgen, 1986; Donnay, 1997; Harmon et al., 1994; 
Holland, 1997). 
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It was 1974 when Holland's theory merged with the empiricism of Strong's work to 
produce six new scales for the Strong inventory, the General Occupational Theme (GOT) 
scales (Borgen, 1986; Donnay, 1997; Harmon et al., 1994). These empirically developed 
scales corresponded with each of the RIASEC vocational personality types and quickly 
became popular tools to further test the validity of Holland's theorized types (Harmon et al., 
1994). Holland expanded his theory in 1985 when he proposed that there was meaning to the 
RIASEC ordering of the vocational types. Specifically, he asserted that the personality types 
could be geometrically arranged into an equilateral hexagon such that the distance between 
each pair inversely correlated with the similarity of those types, that is, he asserted that 
adjacent types (e.g., R and I) were more psychologically similar than alternate types (e.g., R 
and A), which were more similar than opposite types (e.g., R and S) (Harmon et al., 1994; 
Haverkamp, Collins, & Hansen, 1994; Holland, 1997). The introduction of this simple two-
dimensional hexagonal structure model further increased the utility of Holland's theory in 
practice and research (Borgen & Donnay, 1996). 
Numerous researchers have sought to add to this structure by exploring and defining 
its additional dimensions. Prediger (1982) identified two bipolar dimensions that could be 
superimposed on the hexagon. The first dimension, the People-Things dimension, intersects 
the R- and S-themes, while the second, the Data-Ideas dimensions, lies perpendicular and 
intersects the space between the I- and A-themes and the E- and C-themes. Hogan (1983) 
proposed two different dimensions labeled the Sociability and Conformity dimensions. The 
Sociability dimension intersects between the R- and I-themes and the S- and E- themes, such 
that the R-I end is considered lower sociability. The Conformity dimension intersects the C-
and A-themes such that the C end is considered higher conformity. After some investigation, 
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Rounds and Tracey (1993) concluded that both of these proposed dimensions might add 
insight into the structure of the hexagon. Specifically it was noted that Prediger's (1982) 
dimensions might explain the functional structure of the hexagon while Hogan's (1983) 
dimensions may explain the underlying personality structure of the hexagon (Donnay & 
Borgen, 1996; Rounds & Tracey, 1993). Donnay and Borgen (1996) discovered yet another 
set of dimensions while examining the Personal Style Scales. Their dimensions, Theoretical-
Practical and Person-Task, intersect from the I- to the E-theme and from the S- to the R-
theme respectively. Donnay and Borgen (1996) asserted that these dimensions complement 
the above dimensions and noted that the two dimensions closely resembled Costa, Fozard, 
and McCrae's (1977) personological interpretations of factors from the Strong Vocational 
Interest Blank. 
Multiracial/multiethnic issues. By far, the majority of multicultural vocational 
research has utilized Holland's (1997) theory as a means to explore differences and 
similarities in the vocational interests and outcomes of different racial and ethnic groups. 
This is due, in part, to "mainstream" research confirming the usefulness of Holland's 
RIASEC types to organize and match people and occupations (Donnay & Borgen, 1996; 
Harmon et al., 1994; Holland, 1985). This research also generally confirms the circular 
ordering of the RIASEC types, although the structure of the types rarely approximates an 
equilateral hexagon (Hansen, 1987). Of concern to the multiracial and multiethnic use of 
Holland's (1997) theory is the underlying assumption that all people view the world of work 
in a similar fashion such that the theorized structure of interests is maintained. Establishing 
the stability of this structure, and the assumed uniform vocational worldview, among 
different racial and ethnic groups is necessary in order to determine whether the theory is 
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valid for use in multiracial/multiethnic contexts. Establishing the validity of Holland's 
(1997) theory would also provided widespread support for the use of the numerous RIASEC-
based interest inventories with racially and ethnically populations (Fouad & Dancer, 1992; 
Fouad, Harmon, & Borgen, 1996; Hansen, 1992). 
Unfortunately, conclusions about the usefulness of Holland's (1997) theory with 
ethnic minorities are not always clear, and many researchers are uncomfortable with the idea 
of using the theory if the underlying interest structures are not similar as this would suggest 
that all racial and ethnic groups in the United States do not view the world of work in the 
same way (Haverkamp, Collins, & Hansen, 1994; Rounds & Tracey, 1996). It is important 
to note, however, that while most researchers do not deny that the vast population of non-
" White middle class" individuals may experience differences in their career development or 
choice (Bingham & Ward, 2001; Carter & Swanson, 1990; Hawks & Muha, 1990; Leong 
& Brown, 1995; Park & Harrison, 1995; Thomas & Alderfer, 1989; Tomlinson & Evans-
Hughes, 1991), some would suggest that these differences are not of significant magnitude to 
invalidate the theory. Rounds and Day (1999) for example, suggest that to date we have seen 
"no concrete example of a single group's meaningful departure from the way other group's 
conceptualize their activities" (p. 121). The SII manual concluded that "where differences 
occur, they do not affect the similarity of racial and ethnic group members to others within 
the occupation and they have little vocational relevance" after comparing the mean interests 
scores of the four largest U.S. American non-Caucasian racial and ethnic groups with the 
inventory's normative group (Harmon et al., 1994, p. 275). 
Indeed numerous recent multicultural studies of vocational interests structure have 
provided moderate support for Holland's (1997) hexagonal model with U.S. American racial 
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and ethnic populations (Day & Rounds, 1998; Fouad & Dancer, 1992; Fouad, Cudeck, & 
Hansen, 1984; Fouad, Harmon, & Borgen, 1997; Hansen, 1987; Lattimore & Borgen, 
1999; Ryan, Tracey, & Rounds, 1996; Swanson, 1992). The concern, is that numerous 
studies, including some of the above, have also noted interesting deviations from the 
theorized RIASEC ordering of the vocational personality types with certain of the racial and 
ethnic groups studied (Fouad & Dancer, 1992; Fouad, Harmon, & Borgen, 1997; 
Haverkamp, Collins, & Hansen, 1994; Rounds & Tracey, 1996; Sue & Kirk, 1973). More 
research in this area is clearly needed in order to empirically determine the validity of 
Holland's (1997) theory with racially and ethnically diverse individuals. 
Nevertheless, Holland (1985), strongly asserted that the "misshapen polygons" 
typically produced in the research are superior to the use of "unrelated or unordered 
occupational categories" (p. 119), and that there is sufficient evidence that the ordering of the 
proposed RIASEC types is similar regardless of sex and culture variables. Brown (2000) 
countered this assertion and stated that "Holland's (1997) latest revision does little but restate 
and clarify his earlier propositions and makes few references to the importance of culture, 
race, and ethnicity in the career choice and development process...his first proposition 
implies that in this country there is one culture" (p.371, emphasis added by Brown). In 
response to such critiques, Holland and Gottfredson (1992) have simply suggested that 
enough research exists to support the theory and that the time has come for researchers to 
begin to focus on the outcome of the interest inventory scores with racial and ethnic 
populations as opposed to continually exploring between group differences. While recent 
research has begun to address vocational outcomes in a multicultural context (e.g., Lattimore 
& Borgen, 1999), many researchers worry that ethnic differences in interest measures 
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indicate that something about the test or inventory, that is, its items, definitions, language 
usage, etc., is invalid for a particular group. 
Roe's Personality Theory of Career Choice 
Overview. Roe's (1956) Personality Theory of Career Choice grew out of her 
investigations into the developmental backgrounds of eminent scientists (Osipow & 
Fitzgerald, 1996). This work placed Roe among the first vocational researchers to attempt to 
develop a comprehensive theory of vocational choice. Roe's (1956) theory included an 
explanation of a number of important underlying factors such as genetic endowment, family 
background, and childhood rearing experiences. Many of the assumptions associated with 
these factors, especially family background and childhood rearing experiences, have been 
difficult to validate empirically (Osipow & Fitzgerald, 1996). Still, Roe's (1956) fields by 
levels classification of vocational interests, one of the first psychologically based 
classifications of vocational interests, has remained of theoretical interest to many vocational 
researchers (Leong & Brown, 1995). 
Roe (1956) theorized that occupations could be ordered along a continuum based on 
the nature and intensity of the interpersonal relationship they involved. The related 
occupation interests could be classified in eight fields: service, business contact, 
organization, technology, outdoor, science, arts and entertainment, and general culture. 
Service fields emphasize interpersonal interactions and include occupations such as teaching, 
psychology, and medical professions, whereas business contact fields are associated with 
persuasive interpersonal interactions, for example sales and marketing occupations. 
Organization fields are oriented toward systems and management activities, for example, 
computer operations and accounting. Technology, outdoor, and science fields all emphasize 
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natural and physical sciences but differ in the context and degree of their respective 
responsibilities. For example, technology, includes engineering occupations, outdoors 
includes forestry and agriculture, and science includes physics and chemistry. Arts and 
entertainment fields include creative visual, musical, and dramatic arts as well as athletic 
endeavors. Finally, general culture fields refer to those careers that perpetuate the 
civilization, such as higher education, government, and legal occupations (Osipow & 
Fitzgerald, 1996). Roe (1956) further theorized that these fields could be arranged in a 
circular pattern. The ordering was latter rearranged to better fit the data and a third 
dimension with six levels of responsibility was added, producing a conical or hierarchical 
representation of interests (Roe & Klos, 1969; Rounds & Day, 1999). 
Multiracial/multiethnic issues. Roe's (1956) personality theory of career choice 
appears to hold some merit in a multiracial and multiethnic context for two main reasons. 
First, it includes certain personal experience variables, for example, family background, 
which may, if taken broadly, allow for the exploration of culture effects on career choice. 
Roe, herself, noted that while her classification system did not address "minority issues," the 
extent to which an individual's social and experiential background differs from that of the 
majority culture could have a significant effect on the individual's career choice (Roe & 
Lunneborg, 1991). Second, research suggesting that people may choose careers in related 
fields or related levels when their initial career choice is restricted from them (Leonard, 
Walsh, and Osipow, 1973; Osipow & Fitzgerald, 1996) maybe useful in explaining how 
some racially and ethnically diverse individuals choose careers when faced with barriers such 
as discrimination (real or perceived), non-standard English language usage, value 
incongruence between culture and desired career, or other potentially relevant factors. 
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Unfortunately, neither Roe's (1956) personality theory nor her occupational classification 
system have been studied with regards to racially and ethnically diverse populations (Leong 
& Brown, 1995), therefore, the above speculations are currently unable to be verified. 
Developmental Theories 
Super's Theory of Vocational Development 
Overview. Super's (1991) developmental theory of career development is based on 
the beliefs that the self-concept determines occupational choice and that one's self-concept 
(and its implementation) varies as a function of one's stage of development. A key concept 
in Super's (1991) theory is that of vocational or career maturity. Career maturity refers to the 
level of an individual's development in relation to career matters (Osipow & Fitzgerald, 
1996). As one's career maturity is expected to evolve throughout an individual's life stages, 
the concept can also be viewed in terms of "the congruence between an individual's 
vocational behavior and the expected vocational behavior at that age" (Osipow & Fitzgerald, 
1996, p. 115). The concept of career maturity has been shown to correlate with 
socioeconomic status, which Super (1991) notes can shape one's concept of self and 
occupations and either open or close career opportunities (Leong & Brown, 1995). 
Multiracial/multiethnic issues. A major concern in the use of Super's (1991) theory 
with racially and ethnically diverse individuals is that the career maturity construct correlates 
with socioeconomic status (SES) (Leong & Brown, 1995). As many non-Caucasian racial 
and ethnic group members occupy a lower SES in the United States, research findings that 
African American and Asian American individuals have lower career maturity scores than 
their Caucasian American counterparts have been noted as evidence of cultural bias in the 
theory (Bingham & Ward, 2001; Osipow & Fitzgerald, 1996; Smith, 1983). Super (1991), 
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however, has argued that SES may have several very different effects on career development, 
such that it can motivate, deter, or prevent specific career choices and success (see Leong & 
Brown, 1995). As little research has explored these possibilities, the concern that Super's 
(1991) theory may put some racially and ethnically diverse individuals or groups at a "career 
maturity" disadvantage remains. In addition, several researchers have suggested that racially 
and ethnically diverse individuals may face additional developmental tasks that were not 
accounted for in Super's (1991) theory, for example, learning to deal effectively with 
discrimination (Osipow & Fitzgerald, 1996; Smith, 1983). 
Gottfredson's Theory of Circumscription and Compromise 
Overview. Gottfredson's (1981) Theory of Circumscription and Compromise is 
based on the premise that occupation choice stems from the perceived compatibility between 
one's self-concept and the concept of the occupation and the perceived accessibility of the 
occupation. If the self-concept and the occupation are not perceived as compatible or should 
the occupation be perceived as inaccessible, then the individual resorts to some sort of 
compromise to facilitate occupational choice. Gottfredson (1981) further theorized that the 
self-concept develops through a series of stages in which an individual must gain an 
orientation towards size and power, gender roles, social evaluations (such as race and social 
class), and individual uniqueness, respectively (Leong & Brown, 1995). 
Multiracial/multiethnic issues. Gottfredson's (1981) theory may be useful in 
explaining a number of race and ethnicity related career development issues because it allows 
for the inclusion of salient race/ethnicity variables, especially during the stage in which one 
must gain an orientation to social evaluations (Leong & Brown, 1995). Furthermore, 
Gottfredson's (1981) theory provides a possible explanation of career choice pathways that 
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may be taken in the face of obstacles, which is highly important given suggestions that as 
racial and ethnic individuals face structural and cultural barriers to their desired careers, their 
chances of making and implementing incongruent career choices increases (Gottfredson, 
1986; Ward & Bingham, 2001). Still, there has been some concern that the "self concept" 
construct may be affected by an individual's worldview, more specifically the concept of self 
may differ given an individual's preference for an individualistic vs. a collect!vistic world 
view (Osipow & Fitzgerald, 1996; Osipow & Littlejohn, 1995; Park & Harrison, 1995). 
Thus far most of the discussion on Gottfredson's (1981) theory has been intellectual 
theorizing, and little empirical research into the validity of this theory with racial and 
ethnically diverse groups has been accomplished. 
Additional Theories 
Betz and Hackett's Career Self-Efficacv Theory 
Overview. Betz and Hackett's (1986) concept of career self-efficacy was built on the 
work of Bandura (1977, 1986). Bandura proposed that the outcome one expects to achieve is 
dependent upon one's actual performance that is, in turn, affected by one's expectation of 
how well the individual can or will perform, that is the efficacy expectations (Leong & 
Brown, 1995). Betz and Hackett's (1986) Theory of Career Self-Efficacy, therefore, states 
that a person's beliefs about how well he or she can perform the activities necessary for a 
specific occupation will determine the person's actions, effort, and persistence in regard to 
the occupational activities and/or behaviors (Leong & Brown, 1995). Hackett and Betz's 
(1981) landmark studies of the theory as applied to the career development of women found 
that women had higher self-efficacy levels for occupations considered to be traditional to 
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their gender-role and lower self-efficacy for non-traditional occupations (Osipow & 
Fitzgerald, 1996). 
Multiracial/multiethnic issues. Given this theory's utility in understanding the career 
development of women, Lent and Hackett (1987) asserted that it might also be useful in 
understanding and explaining the career development of many non-Caucasian racial and 
ethnic groups. Recent studies showing links between perceived control (of education 
outcome) and vocational interest in Asian American undergraduate students (Park & 
Harrison, 1995) and educational self-efficacy and decisions to discontinue college education 
in American Indian students (Gloria & Robinson Kurpius, 2001) appear to support this 
assertion. More research is needed in this area in order to better understand the ways in 
which career self-efficacy effects the career development of other racially and ethnically 
diverse groups, and to further explain the findings mentioned above (Osipow & Fitzgerald, 
1996). 
Cheatham's Theory of African American Career Development 
Overview. Cheatham's (1990) theory was based on the idea that African Americans 
share a common sociocultural history and experience derived from the interactions between 
Americans of African and European descent. As a result, Cheatham (1990) asserted that the 
psychology of African Americans was intricately affected by the interplay of the two cultural 
traditions, such that it could be defined along a number of oppositional dimensions: harmony 
versus mastery of nature, experiential versus metric time, cooperation versus competition, 
community versus individual survival and achievement, oral-auditory versus visual-written 
information production and processing, and equality versus superiority of rational and 
affective experiences (Leong & Brown, 1995). Cheatham (1990) theorized that if these 
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dimensions could be measured, then they could be empirically studied and correlated to a 
number of vocational factors and constructs, thereby aiding the understanding of what factors 
affect the career development and choice of African American individuals. 
Multiracial/multiethnic issues. While Cheatham's (1990) theory cannot be viewed as 
a true multiracial/multiethnic theory - it only focuses on one racial/ethnic group — a strength 
of the theory is that it attempts to identify and incorporate variables specific to the African 
American culture into traditional vocational theories (Bingham & Ward, 2001). 
Furthermore, by theorizing that the positive or negative effect of the identified cultural 
variables would likely be determined by mediating factors, such as one's level of 
acculturation, Cheatham (1990) provided a relatively clear view of the complexity of the 
career development and choice process with African Americans. Although no empirical 
literature on this specific model could be found, further insight could be gained by comparing 
and contrasting the variables identified in Cheatham's (1990) theory with those identified in 
other research articles focusing on African American career development and choice 
(Bingham & Ward, 2001). Two such studies include a conceptualization of "minority" 
career development after entry into the workforce by Thomas and Alderfer (1989) and a 
recent qualitative study on the career development of high achieving African American 
women by Richie et al. (1997). At the moment, the concepts in Cheatham's (1990) theory 
have been noted for their theoretical interest. 
Another note is that the technique used by Cheatham in the development of this 
theory may be useful in attempts to understand the career development of other racial and 
ethnic groups (Leong & Brown, 1995). Indeed, some such theorizing has already begun, 
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however, the task of developing a comprehensive theory of vocational development suitable 
for various racial and ethnic groups has yet to be accomplished. 
Summary 
Each of the contemporary vocational theories explored above provided some insight 
into the complex nature of vocational development and career choice, yet many times, 
critical research regarding the multiracial/multiethnic use of the theory was lacking or non­
existent. As a result, many researchers caution against the use of and reliance on vocational 
theories and inventory scores with groups for which the validity has not been established 
(e.g., Carter & Swanson, 1990). Others caution against dismissing such theories and tools 
until more research can be completed (Brown, 1995; Lent & Worthington, 2000). 
Interestingly, while many of the theory developers have noted that race and ethnicity 
variables may moderate the concepts in their theories (e.g., Holland, 1997; Strong 1943; 
Super 1991) few have incorporated these variables or their effects into a their vocational 
development theories on any comprehensive level (Bingham & Ward, 2001). 
Although the number of variables that may be salient to one's race and ethnicity are 
vast, in this era of vastly changing demographics and workforce characteristics it is utterly 
important for counselors to be able to verify that the career development theories and 
counseling strategies they routinely use are valid for use with their racially and ethnically 
diverse clients (Betz & Fitzgerald, 1995; Hawks & Muha, 1991). Moreover, counselors need 
to be able to assess which theory or counseling tool will be most appropriate to use with 
different clients in the event that the theories differ in their relevance or sensitivity to the 
career development issues of individuals from different races and ethnicities. Clearly, 
establishing the validity of the contemporary vocational theories and tools with different 
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racial and ethnie groups within the United States, and if necessary developing a new 
convergent and comprehensive theory, is of high importance to the field of vocational 
counseling (Betz & Fitzgerald, 1995; Bingham & Ward, 2001; Brown 2000; Hawks & 
Muha, 1991; Okocha, 1994; Ward & Bingham, 2001). 
Multiracial/Multiethnic Interests Patterns, Structure, and Validity 
The following paragraphs will provide an overview of the recent research examining 
the vocational interest patterns and interest structures among a variety of U.S. American 
racial and ethnic groups. In addition, the validity of the relevant vocational interest theories 
with diverse racial and ethnic groups will also be discussed. As part of this discussion, 
specific attention will be given to the examination of the consequential and predictive 
validity of these vocational interests theories and scales. 
Non-Caucasian Racial and Ethnic Interest Patterns and Structure 
Research on the vocational interests of different racial and ethnic groups in the United 
States has frequently utilized instruments measuring Holland's (1997) six vocational 
personality types as a means to explore differences and similarities. Most early studies 
simply compared one or more non-Caucasian racial and ethnic groups to a Caucasian sample 
and cited the mean score differences (Ryan, Tracey, & Rounds, 1996). These differences 
among groups are difficult to accurately interpret without information as to whether the 
relationships among the vocational types, that is, the vocational interest structures, are also 
similar (Ryan, Tracey, & Rounds, 1996). When findings regarding mean score differences 
are considered alongside current information examining the generalizability of vocational 
interest structures across racial and ethnic groups, however, it is then possible to determine 
whether the vocational interest theories being studied are supported for use with various 
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racial and ethnie groups. Thus far, the current research on multiracial and multiethnic 
vocational interests has provided moderate support for Holland's (1997) hexagonal model of 
vocational interests within several U.S. American racial and ethnic populations (e.g., Day & 
Rounds, 1998; Fouad & Dancer, 1992; Fouad, Cudeck, & Hansen, 1984; Fouad, Harmon, 
& Borgen, 1997; Gade, Fuqua, & Hurlburt, 1984; Hansen, 1987; Hansen, Sarma, & 
Collins, 1999; Lattimore & Borgen, 1999; Ryan, Tracey, & Rounds, 1996; Swanson, 
1992). Specific findings relevant to each of the major non-Caucasian racial and ethnic 
groups are contained in the following paragraphs. 
African American Interests 
Swanson's (1992) study of the pattern and structure of vocational interests in African 
American college students at a large Midwestern university, using the 1985 S H, found four of 
the six GOTs to be significantly different for both men and women. Specifically, in 
comparison to females in the general reference sample (GRS), the African American females 
scored higher interest on S and lower on the R, I, and A scales. African American men 
scored higher interest on S, E, and C and lower on R than the GRS males. In addition, there 
were some significant differences in the magnitude of some of the correlations. Compared to 
the GRS, the R-A, A-C, and E-C correlations were higher for African American females, and 
the E-I, E-A, E-C, and S-C correlations were higher for African American males. A study by 
Arbona and Novy (1991), which will later be explained in more detail in the next section, 
however, provided support for the similarity of vocational interest patterns among Black, 
Mexican American and White college students using a self-report measure of occupational 
aspirations and expectations [terminology used is that of original investigator]. Yet another 
study of African American college students, this time at a predominately Black urban 
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college, produced GOT differences similar to those found by Swanson (1992) using an 
earlier version of the SCII (Hines, 1984). Despite these differences, the ordering of the 
RIASEC points clearly conformed to Holland's theory, and with the exception of the small 
spacing between E and C , the arrangement of the points even approximated the sometimes 
elusive hexagon. 
Another study focusing on the vocational interests of African Americans by Ryan, 
Tracey, and Rounds (1996) produced a similar conclusion. Their sample consisted of 
African American and White students at an urban midwestem high school. A unique feature 
of this study is that the participants were separated by SES, which is often noted as a 
potential confound in the career decision-making process. The resultant eight subgroups' 
interests were measured using a modified form of the Vocational Preference Inventory. The 
results showed that, overall, the interest structure of the data fit a circular ordering, almost 
approximating a perfect circle. The specific subgroups for which the model did not fit well 
were the low-SES African American male and the high-SES African American male and 
female students. Also, data for the low-SES groups tended to fit better than that for the high-
SES groups. Due to the apparently small magnitude of these differences, however, Ryan, 
Tracey and Rounds (1996) concluded that the RIASEC structure fit their sample regardless 
of race, gender, or SES. 
Hispanic American Interests 
Studies on Hispanic/Latino samples are generally limited and often incomplete 
(Arbona, 1990). For example, of the following reviewed studies of the interest patterns of 
Hispanics, none actually reported the mean differences between the groups regardless of 
whether they indicated that the differences were significant or not. Arbona and Novy's 
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(1991) study of the career aspirations and expectations of Black, Mexican American, and 
White [terminology used is that of original investigator] students at a predominately White 
urban Southwestern university provided some information on the interests patterns of 
Mexican Americans. Assuming that a one-item, self-reported career aspiration is an accurate 
indication of an individual's RIASEC type, there were no significant differences between the 
Holland types of these three groups. 
An earlier study of bilingual Hispanic high school students from three different states, 
utilized data collected on both the Spanish and English forms of the SCII to evaluate how 
well the reported interest patterns fit Holland's hexagonal model (Fouad, Cudeck, & Hansen, 
1984). Results of this analysis produced a "perfect circumplex," thereby supporting the use 
of Holland's (1985) model with this population. Further support for this conclusion was 
obtained by Fouad and Dancer (1992) who found that the RIASEC ordering was supported 
for their sample of Mexican and U. S. Engineering students and professionals, with one slight 
exception — the C and E types were reversed for the Mexican student sample. Although this 
reversal is not uncommon, Fouad and Dancer caution that "to conclude that the inversion 
tends to be found in Hispanic student groups would be hasty, however, since the more classic 
RIASEC ordering was found in Haverkamp's (1987) two-dimensional solution for a sample 
of U. S. Chicano-Latinos" (p. 140). They concluded, therefore, that the structure of interests 
between the two cultures was similar. Interestingly, most data on Hispanic samples is 
specific to Mexican-Americans (i.e., Chicanos) and the possibility of subculture effects on 
the interest patterns has rarely been addressed (Arbona, 1990). 
A recent study by Hansen, Sarma, and Collins (1999) used a Chicana(o)-Latina(o) 
college student sample to explore vocational interests. Their description of their sample 
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reported statistics on the ethnic subcultures examined and noted that the breakdown within 
their sample was similar to that within the U.S. population: within the sample 49% were 
Mexican American, 16% had Spanish heritage, 12% had Central American heritage, 13% 
had South American heritage, and 9% reported Puerto Rican heritage. They found that, 
based on the predicted correlations among the RIASEC types, the Chicano-Latino males 
obtained a poorer fit to the Holland (1997) model than did Chicana-Latina females. Further, 
when the results were plotted using two-dimensional Multidimensional-scaling (MDS) plots, 
a common procedure for visually evaluating fit to the hexagonal model, the female data 
produced a RIAESC ordering, that is, the S an E types were inverted. From these results, the 
authors hypothesized that the difference in the placement of the S-type may be due to cultural 
variables related to the acceptability of certain social interactions for Chicana-Latina females 
as compared to males. 
Asian American Interests 
An interesting consideration found in studies of vocational interests using Asian 
American samples is the possibility of differential effects on interests due to multiple cultures 
within a single ethnic group. (Note that similar concerns have been addressed with other 
racial and ethnic groups.) This is well illustrated by Sue and Kirk's (1973) study of the 
interest of Asian American college students using the SVIB Basic scales. The authors found 
that Asian American males and females expressed greater interest in I, R, and C areas and 
less in S, E, and A areas than other university students. Later analysis also uncovered 
differences between two Asian subcultures within the sample, specifically the Chinese-
Americans and the Japanese-Americans. Their results demonstrated that the Japanese-
American students' interests consistently fell between those of the Caucasian and the 
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Chinese-American students, although few significant differences were found between the 
two subcultures. 
Another study of Asian American college students, this time using a predominately 
Vietnamese (55.5%) sample, found that the order of Holland's themes was altered within 
their data (Haverkamp, Collins, and Hansen, 1994). Specifically, the MDS plot of the Asian 
American males produced a RISCEA order - placing the A between R and E, and reversing 
E and C. The plot of the Asian American females' data also reversed the E and C types. 
Given that these results are commonly found in structural analyses of Asian American 
interest patterns (see Fouad, Harmon, & Borgen, 1997) , it was concluded that these results 
likely represented a real difference in the structure of Asian American interest patterns and 
not to issues of measurement and methodology. Further examination of these results led to 
the hypothesis that instead of fitting a six point hexagonal model, Asian American male 
interest might better be described using 3 points in the following clusters: A, R-I, and S-E-C. 
Using the Self Directed Search (SDS) with a group of Asian American and Caucasian 
American undergraduates, Park and Harrison (1995) found that both male and female Asian 
American students were more concentrated in Investigative and Conventional interest 
categories than their Caucasian American counterparts. Both groups were also found to be 
significantly less concentrated in the Social interest category. Further, the Asian American 
students demonstrated similar career values but lower levels of perceived personal and 
interpersonal control. The magnitude of the Asian American students' perceived control was 
significantly correlated with their level of acculturation and vocational interests such that the 
low-medium acculturation group scored lower on the perceived control variables and S and E 
vocational interests. 
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American Indian Interests 
Vocational research on American Indians is sparse and very little is known about the 
career development and interest patterns of its members (Hansen, 1987). Furthermore, the 
issue of within group variance is greatly increased due to the existence of some 310 Indian 
Tribal Entities and an additional 500 Alaskan Native Entities (Martin, 1991). A review of 
the empirical literature by Hansen (1987) identified two potential cultural differences in the 
interest patterns of American Indians that remained consistent in 3 of 5 studies reviewed: 
American Indian female sample scored higher on R scales, and both American Indian males 
and females scored higher interests on C scales. Another study by Gade, Fuqua, and 
Hurlburt (1984) noted that 95% of the females and 89% of the males in their high school 
student sample scored their strongest interests in two of the six RIASEC categories: S and C, 
and R and S respectively. While these results were based on data from only one American 
Indian tribe, Hansen, Scullard, and Haviland (2000) point out that the data do suggest that 
some interests types may better reflect the individual differences among American Indians if 
they ere either expanded or collapsed. 
Aside from Rounds and Tracey's (1996) structural meta-analysis of Holland's (1985) 
model, which included two American Indian samples drawn from the American College 
Testing norm group, no information on the structure of interests for American Indians was 
found. In this meta-analysis, Rounds and Tracey (1996) concluded that Holland's model was 
not an adequate fit for any of the 20 U.S. racial/ethnic samples analyzed. 
Interests Among Multiple Racial and Ethnic Groups 
Research done by the developers of the SII comparing the interest scores of four U.S. 
American racial and ethnic groups to the inventory's normative sample, the general reference 
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sample (GRS), found several trends in the interest scores. Specifically SII manual reported 
that 1 ) African Americans and American Indians tended to report higher interest on religious 
items, 2) all groups except American Indians indicated greater interest in communicating 
with people of other cultures, 3) American Indians reported greater interest in outdoor 
activities while African Americans reported lower interest on those items, 4) 
Latinos/Hispanics and Asians reported higher interest in languages and 5) Asian American 
and African American males, and Latino/Hispanic males and females indicated higher 
interest in city living while American Indian females reported lower interest (Harmon et al., 
1994). These differences correspond to about 31 items, which is less than 10% of the 317 
items on the 1994 SO. Furthermore, when these differences were examined on a scale level, 
none of the differences were reflected in the global GOTs and only a few were reflected in 
the more specific Basic Interest Scale (BIS) scores, using half a standard deviation (5 points) 
as the criterion for significance. This prompted the conclusion that the vocational interest 
patterns among the racial and ethnic groups examined did not differ significantly (Harmon et 
al., 1994). 
Similar results were reported by Fouad, Harmon, and Borgen (1997). Using MDS 
analysis with a large ethnically diverse national sample of working adults, derived from the 
1994 SII GRS, they concluded that the circular ordering of the GOTs fit both males and 
females from four major U. S. racial-ethnic groups: African Americans, Asian Americans, 
Latinos-Hispanics, and Caucasians. They did, however, note that though the overall pattern 
was similar, the correlations among the GOTs were higher for African and Asian Americans. 
Noting that none of the correlations seemed to fit the hexagon well, Fouad, Harmon, and 
Borgen (1997) further analyzed the structure of the interest patterns using two-dimensional 
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Multidimensional scaling (MDS) plots, a common procedure for visually evaluating fit to the 
hexagonal model. From this analysis it was found that the hypothesized RIASEC hexagonal 
structure fit best for Caucasian males. The female samples and the African American male 
plots placed the R and I points and the S and E points closer together than expected, while 
the Asian American male plots put C, E, and S close together and R and I close together. 
Although the circular ordering was supported for all of the groups, Fouad, Harmon, and 
Borgen (1997) cautioned that the lack of separation and occasional reversal of points may 
suggest that, for certain racial and ethnic groups, the C and E themes are seen as more similar 
than Holland theorized. Day and Rounds (1998) used multidimensional scaling with a 
national sample of college bound high school students who took the UNIACT interest 
inventory and reached a similar conclusion. Their study examined five racial and ethnic 
groups, including the above four and a Native American sample. 
Validity of Interests Theories and Scales 
Construct-Relevant vs. Construct-Irrelevant Variance 
In the interest of establishing the validity of vocational interests theories and tools, 
researchers have sometimes implemented statistical and/or measurement manipulations 
geared at "erasing" group differences, thereby validating the use of the instrument (Holland 
& Gottfredson, 1992; Messick, 1995). While most would agree that removing irrelevant 
variance, thereby reducing bias in test scores is important, many also note that introducing 
such manipulations may do more than simply produce socially desirable consequences or 
outcomes. These manipulations have the potential to distort the assessment of the original 
construct and mask relevant variance that could provide meaningful information in validity 
studies (Messick, 1995). Distinguishing between the constract-relevant variance and the 
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construct-irrelevant variance of interest measures, however, is not a simple task, especially 
given the ability of different researchers to view the same data in distinctly different ways. 
Construct-relevant variance suggests that individual or group differences within a measured 
construct are real and meaningful, while construct-irrelevant variance suggests that the 
differences do not hold significant meaning and are likely produced by some source of 
invalidity in the measure, methodology, and sample (Messick, 1995). 
The issue of gender differences on the SII provides a great example of this point. 
Some argue that gender differences on the SO are the result of its use of occupational items 
favoring stereotypical masculine fields (Tomlinson & Evans-Hughes, 1991), that is, 
construct-irrelevant variance. Others assert that the gender differences accurately represent 
actual differences, possibly arising from differential socialization and/or life experiences, in 
the interest patterns of men and women (Holland & Gottfredson, 1992), that is, construct-
relevant variance. The similarity between these arguments and those often found in the 
ethnicity literature is quite striking. 
Note, for example, how the SII manual (Harmon et al., 1994) explains differences in 
item endorsement by the ethnic minority groups within the GRS with a focus on the 
possibility of construct-irrelevant variance. The manual states that many of the observed 
differences may be inflated by the makeup of the samples. One example noted is that "many 
of the Latinos/Hispanics are from the Translator occupational groups, and these [increased 
interest in languages] may reflect their occupational interests rather than interests 
characteristic of ethnic group members" (p. 265). It is also possible, however, that these 
individuals were exposed to a bilingual heritage that influenced the development of their 
interest in languages and their later career choices. Although no specific information was 
45 
given on the bilingual heritage of the individuals in the sample, demographic data reported in 
the manual offer some inferential support for the latter explanation of construct-relevant 
variance. [Note: The manual (Harmon et al., 1994) reports that approximately 95% of the 
Latino sample has spoken English for 11+ years, while a slightly lower percentage (91.1 for 
women and 94.9 for men) have lived in the U.S. for that long.] 
Similar construct-relevant explanations of interests have been proposed for other 
ethnic groups. Cheatham (1990) hypothesized that for African Americans, cultural 
orientations, if measured, would serve as a significant moderator of vocational interests. 
Specifically, he noted that the overrepresentation of African Americans in social service 
occupations might be a result of the Acrocentric values of cooperation and community 
involvement (Cheatham, 1990; Leong & Brown, 1995). Evidence that U.S. ethnic 
minorities may limit their vocational choices due to perceived social obstacles, such as 
racism and lack of education (Bingham & Ward, 2001; Hawks & Muha, 1991; Okocha, 
1994), however, make it hard to determine whether such culture-bound explanations of 
interests are accurate. 
The previously mentioned study by Arbona and Novy (1991) sought to determine the 
influence of these perceived obstacles on career choice. Their study examined the career 
aspirations and expectations of Black, Mexican American, and White college freshman at a 
predominately White, urban southwestern university. Aspirations were defined as the self-
reported occupation or job the student would like if "everything was possible," while 
expectations were defined as the occupation or job they thought they could reasonably attain 
after "taking account reality factors" (p. 233). They found that the three groups did not differ 
in the careers they aspired to, but that the career expectations showed a slight but significant 
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difference. These results indicated some truth to the assertion that ethnic minorities may 
self-limit their vocational choices based on expected obstacles. Their study also noted the 
existence of real obstacles that may differentially limit the career options of both women and 
ethnic minorities. While these obstacles, real or perceived, would fit the definition of 
construct-irrelevant variance, this variance is associated more with social factors than with 
the interest inventory itself. These social factors, however, are not insignificant to the 
validity of interest inventories. Typically they exert their effects on the consequential aspects 
of validity (Messick, 1995), a concept most easily explored through the outcome assessments 
originally suggested by Holland and Gottfredson (1992). 
Consequential Validity and Outcome Assessment 
Establishing the consequential validity of interest inventories with different racial and 
ethnic groups means "evaluating the intended and unintended consequences of score 
interpretation and use in both the short- and long-term" (Messick, 1995, p. 746), that is, 
evaluating the different outcomes of the use of the inventory. This evaluation includes 
demonstrating that 1) positive consequences for the use of the inventory with this population 
exist, and 2) that any adverse consequences are minimal. Messick (1995) notes that "the 
primary measurement concern with respect to adverse consequences is that any negative 
impact on individuals or groups should not derive from any source of test invalidity [i.e., 
internal construct-irrelevance]" (p. 746). In the event that these stipulations are met, then the 
validity of an instrument could be established, even if group differences existed within the 
construct. Borgen and Harper (1973) refer to this as differential validity. The results of 
Arbona and Novy's (1991) study provide some support for the consequential validity of 
interest inventories, simply by noting that some of the adverse consequences of interest 
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inventory scores, such as an inaccurate matching of person and environment, are the result of 
factors outside of the interest inventory. 
Another way to examine the validity of career tests and inventories is accomplished 
through outcome assessment, that is, by determining if the test scores correlate highly with 
their supposed meaning or outcome. For example, an individual who scored a high interest 
in investigative (I-type) activities and topics should be more likely to select I-type jobs and 
majors. In much of the vocational literature, this is referred to as either predictive validity or 
criterion-related validity (Carter & Swanson, 1990; Lattimore & Borgen, 1999). The SII has 
solidly established such criterion-related validity with Caucasian American samples (Carter 
& Swanson, 1990; Fouad & Spreda, 1995; Harmon et al., 1994), but few studies have 
sought to explore the issue with other racially and ethnically diverse populations. 
Carter and Swanson (1990) reviewed eight studies of the validity of various versions 
of the SII with African Americans samples. Three of these studies looked specifically at 
criterion-related validity. The first, was a study by Whetstone and Hayles (1975) that 
examined the concurrent validity of the SVIB with Black and White male college students. 
Using the students' academic major as the criterion, they found that the OSs were more 
predictive for Whites and the BISs were more predictive for Blacks (cited in Carter & 
Swanson, 1990). The second study, by Borgen and Harper (1973), used a sample of Black 
and White National Merit Scholarship winners to examine the predictive validity of the 
SVIB. Students were administered the SVIB prior to college admittance; their career choice, 
as reported during the summer before their senior year in college, served as the criterion. 
The results of this study showed that the predictive validity of the BISs was generally parallel 
for the two samples (Borgen & Harper, 1973; Carter & Swanson, 1990). The last study 
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utilized the SCII in a two year follow up study of Black students at a predominately Black 
urban college (Hines, 1984). The OSs turned out not to be predictive of college majors in 
this study (Carter & Swanson, 1990); however, Hines (1984) concluded that the SCII was "at 
best moderately valid" (p. 190IB) for this sample. Carter and Swanson (1990) concluded 
from their review that there was little evidence for validity of the Strong with African 
Americans. Examination of the subset of criterion related and predictive validity studies, 
however, shows mixed results regarding the validity of earlier versions of the SII with 
African American samples. 
More recently Lattimore and Borgen (1999) examined the concurrent criterion-related 
validity of Holland's (1997) RIASEC model using the 1994 SII with a large national sample 
of African Americans, Asian Americans, Caucasian American, Hispanic Americans, and 
Native Americans. From this study they concluded that Holland's (1997) dimensions 
predicted job family membership equally well for their sample of college educated, 
employed adults from the five major U.S. racial-ethnic groups listed. Thus far, this has been 
the only recent study examining the validity of vocational interests among different U.S. 
American racial and ethnic groups in this manner. 
Conclusion 
Assessing the validity of vocational interest theories and their proposed interest 
patterns, structures, and inventory scales with racially and ethnically diverse populations 
within the United States has become increasingly important given the increasing diversity in 
the U.S. population and workforce (Fouad & Spreda, 1995; Hawks & Muha, 1991; 
Lattimore & Borgen, 1999; Okocha, 1994; Sue, Parham, & Bonilla-Santiago, 1998; Suinn, 
2001), especially given its potential utility in aiding racially and ethnically diverse 
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individuals in the preparation for a new job market. While research into the interest patterns 
and structure between the major U.S. racial and ethnic groups has, thus far, produced varying 
results, it generally provides at least moderate support for Holland's (1985) theory, the theory 
that is most researched in this area (Day & Rounds, 1998; Fouad & Dancer, 1992; Fouad, 
Cudeck, & Hansen, 1984; Fouad, Harmon, & Borgen, 1997; Hansen, 1987; Lattimore & 
Borgen, 1999; Ryan, Tracey, & Rounds, 1996; Swanson, 1992). The one possible exception 
is found in research using Asian American samples, which tended to consistently produce a 
RISCEA ordering in three clusters, A, S-E-C, and R-I (Fouad, Harmon, & Borgen, 1996; 
Haverkamp, Collins, & Hansen, 1994). Due to the fact that most of the differences and 
deviations found in the research have not been consistent, Holland's (1997) model has been 
maintained as a useful way to represent the structure of interests for all racial and ethnic 
groups (Hansen, 1992). 
While Holland's (1997) model is popular and extremely useful for research and 
counseling, there is considerable evidence suggesting that there is more to interest 
measurement than what is described by the Holland (1997) RIASEC model (Donnay & 
Borgen, 1996; Lindley, Borgen, Donnay, and Majors, 2000). Donnay and Borgen (1996) 
noted that the predictive ability of the GOTs was enhanced when the more specific BISs and 
PSSs were hierarchically included in the predictive analysis. To date, however, these more 
specific scales have not been examined in a multiracial/multiethnic context. In addition, 
Lindley et al. (2000), identified forty interest factors using item analysis of the 1994 SII. 
Exploration of these additional interest factors with racially and ethnically diverse groups 
may provide additional information that would help in the understanding of career 
development and choice among U.S. American cultural groups. 
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This study goes beyond Holland's (1997) popular RIASEC conceptualization to 
examine how more complex sets of interests function within and across U.S. American racial 
and ethnic groups. Interest scales to be examined in this study include factor scales similar to 
those identified by Lindley et al. (2000) and the BISs and GOTs of the 1994 SII (Harmon et 
al., 1994). Furthermore, due to extensive collection of race and ethnicity data during the 
revision of the 1994 SII (Harmon et al., 1994), these analyses of different interest sets are not 
able to be completed using a large diverse national sample of working adults. The first goal 
in this study will be to examine the structure of vocational interests as measured by the 
aforementioned interest scales and to compare these across the racial and ethnic groups. The 
second goal will be to evaluate the ability of these interest scales to predict real world 
behaviors such as occupational membership, that is, the concurrent criterion-related validity. 
This portion of the study replicates and expands work done by Lattimore and Borgen (1999) 
on the GOTs. As work on the next revision of the Strong Interest Inventory is now 
underway, it is expected that the issues addressed in this study can enhance the utility of the 
revision for all racial and ethnic groups. 
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PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS: 
SELECTION OF ITEM SUBSET FOR FACTOR ANALYSIS 
In order to assure that the reliability of the factor analyses performed in this study it 
was necessary to select a subset of items from the original 317 item pool that could be used 
reliably for factoring with either the balanced sample or the separate racial and ethnic groups. 
The number of items to be included in the subset was chosen based on the smallest n to be 
factored in this study (n =687 for the Hispanic American group) and statistical research that 
has now shown that the commonly accepted "10-case-per-item" rule for factor analysis is 
likely set above the minimum requirement (Gorsuch, 1997a). Given these considerations a 
subset of 100 items was deemed acceptable for use in the study. In this preliminary analysis, 
several different item subsets were produced and each was tested for its ability to produce 
reliable factors for use in the study. The following paragraphs describe the process that was 
used to select and test the subsets and provide details on the final 100-item subset that was 
selected. 
Participants 
The participants in this study were drawn from data collected in 1992 and 1993 
during revision of the 1994 Strong Interest Inventory (SII). Approximately 39,908 of these 
participants met the initial criteria for this study, that is, they were all working adults, at least 
25 years old, employed in their occupation for at least 3 years and doing typical work for that 
occupation, and reported being "somewhat satisfied" or better with their occupation. 
Hereafter, these participants will be referred to as the "entire sample" (ES). 
The primary sample used in this study was a "balanced sample" (BS) of all 
individuals within the entire sample's three largest non-Caucasian racial and ethnic groups 
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and a subset of Caucasian Americans. The final balanced sample contained 3,087 
individuals within the following racial and ethnic groups: African Americans (n= 805), 
Asian Americans (n= 795), Caucasian American (n= 800), and Hispanic Americans (n= 687). 
Further information on the demographic characteristics of the participants is included in 
following chapter entitled "Structure and Validity of Vocational Interest Scales with U.S. 
Racial and Ethnic Groups: Exploring the Interests Beyond RIASEC." 
Selection of Potential Item Subsets 
The Initial Item Pool 
All participants in this study originally completed the 317-item research version of 
the 1994 Strong Interest Inventory (SII). The SII is an empirically based measure of 
vocational interests that assess people's occupational interests and personal styles using a 
variety of content and occupational scales (Donnay & Borgen, 1996). The 317 items on the 
SII are broken into eight (8) different sections. The first six sections allowed participants to 
report their interest in a variety of different occupations, school subjects, activities, leisure 
activities, and types of people. Two of the remaining sections asked people to choose 
between paired (bipolar) sets of activities or work characteristics. The final remaining 
section asked people to report some of their personal characteristics. The 100 item subsets 
tested in this analysis were selected from this 317-item pool using two (2) different methods. 
Each of these methods and the reliability of the resulting item subsets are described in the 
following section. 
Selection Method A 
In the first method, "Method A", all items that were selected for removal from the SII 
during its current revision were removed from the initial item pool before the item subsets 
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were produced. The deleted items consisted mainly of redundant or out-dated items and the 
two sections of bipolar items. The latter were chosen for removal from the SII because they 
tended to produce lower correlations with other items and constructs (personal 
communication, Borgen, 2000). The 100 items in the resultant test subset were randomly 
chosen from the remaining SII items. Three different item subsets were produced using this 
method and are hereafter referred to as subsets A-1, A-2, and A-3. 
Selection Method B 
In the second method, "Method B", the 100 items for the test subsets were randomly 
selected from a subset of 221 SU items. The 221-item subset was produced by taking the 
best 5-7 items from each factor derived from the factor analysis of the original 317 items 
with the entire sample (ES) of participants (n= 39,908). These 50 factors, hereafter referred 
to as the ES-317 factors, were promax versions of Lindley et al.'s (2000) 40 factors derived 
from factoring the 317 items while using the normative group, that is the general reference 
sample, of the SII (n= 198,951 ). In the event that one of the ES-317 factors had fewer than 
five strong item correlations, all of the items were retained in the 221-item selection pool. 
The 100 items in the test subsets were randomly selected from the 221-item subset described 
above. Three different 100-item subsets were produced using this Method. These subsets 
are hereafter referred to as subset B-l, B-2, and B-3. 
Evaluation of the Potential Item Subsets 
After the item sets were selected each was used in a factor analysis with the entire 
sample, hereafter denoted as ES-100 (entire sample-100 items set) factors . These factors 
were compared against the original ES-317 factors via bivariate correlation analysis in order 
to determine the 100-item subsets' ability to produce similar factors. The results of these 
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analyses, shown in Table 1.1, indicated that all of the ES-100 factor sets correlated well with 
the ES-317 factors, as shown by the median correlations of the matched factors, that is, the 
median correlation of the strongest correlation for each ES-100 factor. The item sets derived 
Table 1.1 
Comparison of Bivariate Correlation Analysis Data of ES-317 Factors with ES-100 Factors 
Derived Using Alternate Item Subsets 
Factors Median No. factors correlating 
100-item set Extracted correlation .70-.84 .85-.S9 .90-1.00 
Method A Item Subsets 
A-l 20 .81 5 4 5 
A-2 20 .83 9 4 3 
A-3 20 .83 5 2 7 
Method B Item Subsets 
B-l 21 .82 9 2 5 
B-2 18 .82 7 4 4 
B-3 20 .82 10 2 5 
using Method A, however, produced the most consistent number of ES-100 factors compared 
to the number of factors extracted using Method B item subsets. Among the Method A item 
subset factors, which appeared to be relatively similar, item set A-3 produced the greatest 
number factors correlating at .90 or above with the original ES-317 factors. This item subset, 
therefore, was further evaluated for its ability to produce similar results when factored using 
the balanced sample, the primary sample in this study. 
In order to test the A-3 items' ability to produce similar factors in the balanced 
sample, item subset A-3 was factored using the balanced sample and the resultant 19 factors 
(BS-100.A3 factors) were correlated with the ES-100. A3 factors, extracted in the previous 
55 
evaluation. This analysis would demonstrate whether the selected 100 items worked equally 
well at producing factors in the two samples. The BS-100.A3 factors were also correlated 
with the original ES-317 factors in order to crosscheck the A-3 items ability to produce 
factors similar to those extracted in the ES-317 analysis when factored using the balanced 
sample. These results of these analyses, summarized in Table 2.1, demonstrated that the A-3 
item subset worked equally well in the two samples (median correlation of matched factors = 
.99) and produced BS-100 factors that correlated well with the ES-317 factors (median 
correlation = .84). The strength of the correlations in the latter comparison were slightly 
lower than in the ES-317 comparison with the ES-100.A3 factors, this was expected given 
the analysis with the smaller balanced sample. Still, there were nine factors that correlated at 
.85 or above, with six correlating between .85 - .89 and three correlating at .90 or above. 
Table 2.1 
Bivariate Correlation Analysis Comparison of BS-100. A3 Factors with ES-100. A3 and 
ES-317 Factors 
Median No. factors correlating 
Factors in Analysis correlation .70-.84 .S5-.89 .90-1.00 
BS-100.A3 X ES-100.A3 .99 0 0 19 
BS-100.A3 X ES-317 .84 4 6 3 
A final test of the A-3 item subset's ability to produce reliable factors with smaller 
sample sizes was accomplished through a bivariate correlation analysis of factors extracted 
using split halves of the balanced sample, referred to as BS1 (n=l,567) and BS2 (n=l,520), 
and split halves of the African American sample, referred to as AfAml (n=411) and AfAm2 
(n=394). The results of this analysis, summarized in Table 3.2, produced sixteen correlation 
above .90 and a median correlation of .94 in the balanced sample split half and five 
56 
correlations above .90 and a median correlation of .81 in the African American split half 
analysis. These results confirmed the use of item set A-3 with smaller sample sizes. In fact, 
given that the smallest sample to be factored in the primary study will be the Hispanic 
American Sample (n=687), which is almost twice as large as the African American split 
halves, the ability of the A-3 item set to produce reliable factors in this study was 
encouraging. 
Table 3.1 
Bivariate Correlation Analysis Comparison of Balanced Sample and African American 
Split Halves Factored Using 100-Item Subset A-3 
Factors extracted Median No. factors correlating 
Sample Half n correlation .70-.84 .85- 89 .90-1.00 
BS1 1567 20 
BS2 1520 21 .94 2 1 16 
Afaml 411 25 
Afam2 394 25 .81 9 4 5 
Conclusion 
Overall, the results of these preliminary analyses confirmed the ability of the reduced 
100-item subsets to produce factors similar to those previously examined in the literature (see 
Lindley et al., 2000). These analyses further indicated that the A-3 item subset worked well 
in factor analysis with the balanced sample, the primary sample in this study, and with 
samples even smaller than those to be used in the primary study, as indicated by the African 
American split half correlation analysis. Given these encouraging results, the A-3 item set 
was selected for use in the remainder of this study. (Note that in the following study and 
discussion, the A-3 item subset will simply be referred to as the 100-item subset.) 
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STRUCTURE AND VALIDITY OF VOCATIONAL INTEREST SCALES WITH U.S. 
RACIAL AND ETHNIC GROUPS: EXPLORING THE INTERESTS BEYOND RIASEC 
A paper to be submitted to the Journal of Counseling Psychology 
Ronke R. Lattimore Tapp, Fred H. Borgen 
Abstract 
The large national sample of racial-ethnically diverse participants in this study was 
derived from the vast information obtained during the revision of the 1994 Strong Interest 
Inventory (SII: L.W. Harmon, J. C. Hansen, F. H. Borgen & A. L. Hammer, 1994). The 
balanced sample utilized in the study contained 3,087 individuals from four of the major U.S. 
racial-ethnic groups: 805 African Americans, 795 Asian Americans, 800 Caucasian 
Americans, and 687 Hispanic Americans. Item-based factor scales derived using each racial 
and ethnic group separately and with the balanced sample produced factor scale interest 
structures that were highly similar. In addition, concurrent validity of the balanced sample 
factors, the Basic Interest Scales, and the General Occupational Themes was tested across the 
racial and ethnic groups. Each interest scale set was examined for its ability to predict 
participants' job family membership, as defined by 13 job family clusters of the participants' 
concurrent occupations. The discriminant multivariate results showed that each of the 
interest scale sets contributed significantly to the predictions of job family membership. 
Further, the results indicated that the amount of variance accounted for in the prediction was 
significantly increased when the more specific sets of interests, that is, the factor scales and 
the Basic Interest Scales, were used. 
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Introduction 
According to recent census data, approximately one-third of the U.S. population is 
from a non-Caucasian racial or ethnic heritage and this growth of diversity is expected to 
continue (Fouad & Spreda, 1995; Hawks & Muha, 1991; Nagayama Hall & Maramba, 
2001; Okocha, 1994; Sue, Parham, & Bonilla-Santiago, 1998; Suinn, 2001; U.S. Bureau of 
the Census, 1996a). Demographic projections suggest that, soon, as much as 75% of the 
millennial workforce will consist of racial and ethnic "minorities" and women and 45% of 
students in public schools will be from non-Caucasian racial and ethnic backgrounds (Sue, 
Parham & Bonilla-Santiago, 1998; Suinn, 2001). The millennial job opportunities are also 
expected to change such that new jobs will require higher levels of math, language, and 
reasoning skills (Hawks & Muha, 1991). 
Should the trends that have historically led to unemployment and low-pay 
employment for many racially and ethnically diverse members of the workforce — that is, 
increased high school dropout rates and lack of representation in higher education and other 
growing occupations — continue, then the United States may find a large portion of its 
workforce unavailable for its new millennial job market (Hawks & Muha, 1991; Okocha, 
1994; Suinn, 2001). Together these changes in the demographics and the workforce present 
those in the field of vocational counseling with a new social challenge to facilitate the career 
development and preparation of an increasingly diverse clientele in a dramatically changing 
millennial workforce. 
As a result, assessing the validity of vocational interest theories and their proposed 
interest patterns, structures, and inventory scales with racially and ethnically diverse 
populations within the United States has become increasingly important (Brown, 2000; 
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Fouad & Spreda, 1995; Hawks & Muha, 1991; Lattimore & Borgen, 1999; Okocha, 1994; 
Sue, Parham, & Bonilla-Santiago, 1998; Suinn, 2001). Ten years ago, very little was 
established about the validity and counseling usefulness of vocational theories and measures 
in a multiracial-multiethnic context; however, recent concerns that the field of vocational 
counseling may not be adequately prepared to serve its increasingly diverse clientele have 
prompted many theorists, researchers, and counselors to both question and address the 
cultural relevance and sensitivity of many prominent career development theories and 
vocational counseling tools with a number of racially and ethnically diverse groups in the 
United States (Arbona, 1996; D. Brown, 2000; M. T. Brown, 1995; Cater & Swanson, 
1990; Cheatham, 1990; Fitzgerald & Betz, 1994; Fouad & Bingham, 1995; Hartung, 1999; 
Leong & Brown, 1995; Osipow & Littlejohn, 1995). 
Generally, the primary question is simply whether contemporary theories, and the 
numerous vocational tools and techniques associated with them, are sensitive to the 
potentially unique career developmental issues that non-Caucasian racially and ethnically 
diverse individuals may face. Given 1) that most contemporary theories were developed 
from data on a restricted range of people, specifically Caucasian, middle-class, standard 
English-speaking, males (Carter & Swanson, 1990; Haverkamp, Collins, & Hansen, 1994; 
Leong & Brown, 1995; Nagayama Hall & Maramba, 2001; Osipow & Fitzgerald, 1996; 
Osipow & Littlejohn, 1995; Sue & Sue, 1990; Ward & Bingham, 2001), 2) that the majority 
of the research done on these theories has been performed by Caucasian males using 
predominantly Caucasian middle class samples (Carter & Swanson, 1990; Osipow & 
Littlejohn, 1995; Sue & Sue, 1990), 3) that over 75% of the vocational research has used 
college students or college-educated participants while less than 25% of the workforce 
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possessed a college degree (Betz & Fitzgerald, 1995), and 4) that information about the 
effects of race and ethnicity on career development and vocational counseling is often not 
adequately included in current discussions of career development issues (Brown, 2000) or is 
published in specialty journals thereby limiting its exposure (Nagayama Hall & Maramba, 
2001) it is often feared that the assumptions underlying contemporary vocational theories 
may have a very limited scope because they are based strongly in the values and realities of 
the mainstream, or "majority," culture (Brown, 2000; Leong & Brown, 1995; Osipow & 
Littlejohn, 1995; Sue & Sue, 1990). 
Carter and Swanson (1990) are frequently cited for calling for an increased attention 
to this topic when they observed that little was known about the validity of the Strong 
Interest Inventory (SII) with Black Americans. Throughout the years, similar concerns about 
the validity of vocational interest theories and inventories have been voiced for other U.S. 
racial and ethnic groups (Arbona, 1990; Arbona & Novy, 1991; Day & Rounds, 1998; 
Fouad & Spreda, 1995; Fouad, Cudeck, & Hansen, 1984; Fouad, Harmon, & Borgen, 1997; 
Gade, Fuqua, & Hurlburt, 1984; Hansen, 1987; Hansen, Sarma, & Collins, 1999; Hansen, 
Scullard, & Haviland, 2000; Haverkamp, 1987; Haverkamp, Collins, & Hansen, 1994; 
Hawks & Muha, 1991; Lattimore & Borgen, 1999; Martin, 1991; Park & Harrison, 1995; 
Rounds & Tracey, 1996; Ryan, Tracey & Rounds, 1996; Sue & Kirk, 1973; Swanson, 
1992). As a result, research over the past decade had begun to address these concerns and 
expand our knowledge about the structure and validity of numerous interest measures and 
scales when used with racially and ethnically diverse individuals. 
While research into the interest patterns and structure of U.S. racial and ethnic groups 
has produced varying results, it has generally provided at least moderate support for 
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Holland's (1997) hexagonal vocational interest dimensions — Realistic, Investigative, 
Artistic, Social, Enterprising, and Conventional, also referred to as RIASEC - within several 
U.S. American racial and ethnic populations (Day & Rounds, 1998; Fouad & Dancer, 1992; 
Fouad, Cudeck, & Hansen, 1984; Fouad, Harmon, & Borgen, 1997; Gade, Fuqua, & 
Hurlburt, 1984; Hansen, 1987; Hansen, Sarma, & Collins, 1999; Lattimore & Borgen, 
1999; Ryan, Tracey, & Rounds, 1996; Swanson, 1992). One recent study by Fouad, 
Harmon, and Borgen (1997) used multidimensional scaling with a national sample of 
working adults and concluded that the circular ordering of the Holland model (1997) fit both 
males and females from four major U.S. racial-ethnic groups: African Americans, Asian 
Americans, Latinos-Hispanics, and Caucasians. Day and Rounds (1998) used 
multidimensional scaling with a national sample of college bound high school students who 
took the UNIACT interest inventory and reached a similar conclusion. Their study examined 
five racial-ethnic groups, including the above four and a Native American sample. In 
addition, a recent examination of concurrent criterion-related validity by Lattimore and 
Borgen (1999) found that Holland's (1997) dimensions predicted job family membership 
equally well for the five major U.S. racial-ethnic groups listed above while using a sample of 
college educated, employed adults. While each of these studies provided support for 
Holland's (1997) interest theory among diverse racial and ethnic groups, it is important to 
note that research using Asian American samples frequently produces an alternate RISCEA 
ordering in three clusters, A, S-E-C, and R-I (Fouad, Harmon, & Borgen, 1996; Haverkamp, 
Collins, & Hansen, 1994). Due to the fact that most of the differences and deviations found 
in the research have not been consistent, however, Holland's (1997) model has typically been 
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maintained as a useful way to represent the structure of interests for all racial and ethnic 
groups (Hansen, 1992). 
While Holland's (1997) model has remained popular and useful in both research and 
counseling practice, there is considerable evidence suggesting that there is more to interest 
measurement than is described by the Holland (1997) RIASEC model (Donnay & Borgen, 
1996; Lindley, Borgen, Donnay, & Majors, 2000). Donnay and Borgen (1996) noted that 
the predictive ability of Holland's (1997) RIASEC model, as measured by the General 
Occupational Themes (GOTs) of the SII, was enhanced when other SII interest scales, that is, 
the Basic Interest Scales (BISs) and Personal Style Scales (PSSs), were hierarchically 
included in the predictive analysis. To date, neither of these additional scales has been 
examined in a multiracial/multiethnic context. Also, Lindley et al. (2000) identified forty 
interest factors using item analysis of the 1994 SII. Further exploration of these additional 
interest scales and factors with racially and ethnically diverse groups may provide 
information that would help in the understanding of career development and choice among 
U.S. American racial and ethnic groups. 
This study goes beyond Holland's (1997) RIASEC conceptualization to examine how 
more complex sets of interest function within and across U.S. racial and ethnic groups. 
Interest scales to be examined in this study include 1) the factor scales, similar to those 
identified by Lindley et al. (2000), and 2) the BISs and GOTs of the 1994 SII (Harmon et al., 
1994). Furthermore, due to extensive collection of race and ethnicity data during the revision 
of the 1994 SII (Harmon et al., 1994), we will be able to analyze these interest sets using a 
large diverse national sample of working adults. Our first goal in this study will be to 
examine the structure of vocational interests as measured by the aforementioned interest 
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scales and to compare these across the racial and ethnic groups. Our second goal will be to 
evaluate the ability of these interest scales to predict real world behaviors such as 
occupational membership, that is, the concurrent criterion-related validity. This portion of 
the study replicates and expands work done by Lattimore and Borgen (1999) on the GOTs. 
As work on the next revision of the Strong Interest Inventory is now underway, it is expected 
that the issues addressed in this study can enhance the utility of the revision for all racial and 
ethnic groups. Further, it is expected that a close examination of the factor scales and BISs 
among the different racial and ethnic groups will help vocational theorists, researchers, and 
counselors to better understand the interests of their racially and ethnically diverse clients, 
especially in those cases where the generally accepted RIASEC ordering deviates from the 
theorized interest structure pattern. While the first portion of this study is more exploratory 
in nature, we hypothesized that the factor scales would measure more specific areas of 
interests than the BISs or the GOTs and that the more specific interest scale sets would 
produce better predictions of concurrent job family membership. 
Method 
Participants 
The participants in this study were drawn from data collected in 1992 and 1993 
during revision of the 1994 Strong Interest Inventory (SE). While over 55,000 people in 50 
occupations completed the research version of the 1994 SU, approximately 39,908 of these 
participants met the initial criteria for this study, that is, they were all working adults, at least 
25 years old, employed in their occupation for at least 3 years and doing typical work for that 
occupation, and reported being "somewhat satisfied" or better with their occupation. 
Hereafter, these participants will be referred to as the "entire sample." 
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Ethnicity data were provided by 39,609 of the entire sample participants. The racial 
and ethnic makeup of the sample was as follows: 2.0% each African Americans and Asian 
Americans, 91.8% Caucasian Americans, 1.7% Hispanic Americans, and 0.4% American 
Indians or Alaskan Natives. An additional 2% either reported "other" or did not indicate 
their race-ethnicity (Fouad, Harmon, & Borgen, 1996; Harmon, Hansen, Borgen, & 
Hammer, 1994). In comparison, the 1990 census data indicated that the United States 
population contained 83.9% Caucasians, 12.3% African Americans, 9.0% Latino/Hispanics, 
3.0% Asian Americans, and 0.8% Native American individuals (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 
1996b). (Note: The term 'American' is used in the race and ethnicity labels as an indication 
of residency in the United States and is not intended to imply citizenship.) 
Balanced Sample 
The primary sample used in this study utilized all individuals within the entire 
sample's three largest non-Caucasian racial and ethnic groups: African Americans (n= 805), 
Asian Americans (n= 795), and Hispanic Americans (n= 687). Further, in order to prevent 
the analyses from being too heavily influenced by the Caucasian American group, a subset of 
800 of the Caucasian American participants were randomly selected for use in the sample, 
hereafter referred to as the "balanced sample." The final balanced sample, therefore, 
consisted of relatively equal groups of individuals from the four largest racial and ethnic 
groups of the entire sample for a total of 3,087 participants. 
Demographic Characteristics 
Demographic characteristics for the racial and ethnic groups, as indicated by the 
entire sample data (n=39,908), were reported in the SII manual (Harmon et al., 1994) and by 
Fouad et al. (1994, 1997). The following paragraphs provide some of the specific 
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demographic characteristics for each of the racial and ethnic groups in the balanced sample. 
Table 1.2 summarizes this information by race and ethnicity. 
For African American participants, the mean age was 42.6 years for women and 43.6 
years for men. These individuals reported an average of 15.8 and 16.2 years in their 
occupation, respectively, and a median educational level of Bachelors degree. More than 
98% of these respondents had spoken English for more than 20 years and lived in the U.S. 
for more than 11 years. Ninety-seven and 94.3 % of women and men, respectively, had lived 
in the U.S. for more than 20 years. 
Individuals in the Asian American sample reported an average age of 38.5 years for 
women and 42.2 years for men. The median educational level was Masters degree, the 
highest among the groups, for both sexes. Asian American women reported an average of 12 
years in their occupation while Asian American men reported 15. Approximately 81% of 
individuals in each gender reported speaking English for more than 20 years and an 
additional 12.5% had spoken English for 11 to 20 years. Approximately 65.4% and 67.9% of 
women and men had lived in the U.S. for more than 20 years. Approximately 20.9% and 
18.8% had lived here for 11 to 20 years. 
The Hispanic American group averaged 38.7 and 40.1 years of age for women and 
men, respectively. Hispanic American women reported an average of 11.5 years in their 
occupation while men reported 14.5 years. Both indicated a median educational level of 
Bachelors degree. Some 83.5 and 87.1% of the women and men reported speaking English 
for more than 20 years and an additional 10.8 and 9.4 % of women and men reported 
speaking English for between 11 and 20 years. Of Hispanic American women, 75.5% had 
lived in the U.S. for more than 20 years and 15.2% had lived here for 11 to 20 years. Of 
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Hispanic American men, 83.3% had lived in the U.S. for more than 20 years and 11.6% had 
lived here for 11 to 20 years. 
Caucasian American women had an average age of 40.5 years while men had an 
average age of 44.6 years. Both indicated a median educational level of Bachelors degree 
and 13.8 and 18.3 years in their occupation, respectively. No specific information on their 
number of years in the United States or speaking English was reported in the SII manual for 
this group, although it is assumed to be high. Also note that as the Caucasian American 
participants in the balanced sample are a subset from the entire sample, it is possible that 
there may be slight differences in the demographic characteristics described above and those 
of the Caucasian Americans in the balanced sample. The random nature of the selection 
process, however, should result in relative similarity. 
Item Selection and Measures 
All participants in this study originally completed the 317-item research version of 
the 1994 Strong Interest Inventory (SII), an empirically based measure of vocational interests 
widely used in both research and practice to assess people's occupational interests and 
personal styles (Donnay & Borgen, 1996). The SII contains the following components: 6 
General Occupational Theme scales (GOTs), 25 Basic Interest Scales (BISs), 211 
Occupational Scales (OSs), and 4 Personal Style Scales (PSSs). The GOTs correspond to 
Holland's six vocational personality types — Realistic (R), Investigative (I), Artistic (A), 
Social (S), Enterprising (E), and Conventional (C) — and measure overall vocational 
orientation. The BISs measure interest in 25 specific areas within each of the GOTs, and the 
OSs, the most specific of the scales, measure similarity of interest for 109 different 
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occupations. The PSSs, the newest and broadest of the content scales, measure aspects of 
how one prefers to learn, work, lead, and take risks (Harmon et al., 1994). 
A subset of the original 317 items was selected, as described below, for use in the 
development of factor scales to be used in the analyses of the study. Both the BISs and the 
GOTs were also used in this study's analyses. 
Items 
A subset of 100 items was used in the development of the factor scales detailed in the 
following section. These items were randomly selected after first omitting all items that were 
selected for removal from the SU during the current revision in progress (personal 
communication, Borgen, 2000). The removed items consisted mainly of redundant or out­
dated items and sets of bipolar items that have been shown to produce lower correlations in 
factor analyses. While this selection process should increase this study's applicability to the 
upcoming SII revision, newly added items assessing web/internet based interests and cultural 
sensitivity will not be reflected in this study. 
Several item subsets were tested and the final 100 items were selected for their ability 
to produce reliable factors, as compared to previous research by Lindley et al. (2000). This 
reliability was tested via bivariate correlation analysis of factors derived from analysis of the 
100 item subset using the entire sample (ES-100 factors) with promax versions of Lindley et 
al.'s (2000) 40 factors derived from factoring the 317 items using the entire sample (ES-317 
factors). The ES-317 factors, which were named based on their item content, are listed and 
compared to the original Lindley et al. factors in Table 2.2. Of the 20 ES-100 factors 
derived, seven (7) correlated at .90 with the ES-317 factors. An additional two (2) correlated 
between .85 and .89, and five (5) correlated between .70 and .84 with the ES-317 factors. 
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These results indicated that, when factored, the 100-item subset produced factors similar 
those derived in the ES-317 factor analysis. 
Factor Scales 
The factor scales are a new set of interest scales developed through an item-based 
analysis of the 1994 SII research edition. Lindley et al. (2000) identified 40 of these factors 
using the principal axis method with varimax rotation. Lindley et al. noted that while many 
of these scales appear to be more specific than the SII's BISs, some of the new factors were 
very similar to the GOTs, BISs, and PSSs. Correlations between these factor scales and the 
SU content scales ranged from .90 for the Artistic factor to .11 for the Enterprising-subset 
and Police Officer factors (Lindley et al., 2000). In addition, it was noted that the factors 
Lindley et al. (2000) developed were very stable, such that 15 of the 40 factors had split-half 
correlations of .99 or more and nine others had correlations of .95 or better. 
For the purpose of the current study, the factors were extracted using the principal 
axis method with promax rotation to produce correlated factors that could be used to examine 
interest structure. The standard criterion of "eigenvalues greater than 1" was chosen to select 
the number of factors based on the following rationale: First, as this is an exploratory and 
comparative study examining the vocational interest structure of racial and ethnic groups in 
the U.S., the researchers did not want to risk presupposing a standard number of factors for 
each group. Second, Gorsuch (1997a) noted that while this criterion tends to overestimate 
factors with data that tend to have lower correlations, it produces reasonable results with data 
that have higher correlations. Given that most of the lower correlating items were omitted 
from this study before the items were selected (see previous discussion on "Items"), the 
probability of obtaining reliable factors with the reduced set of items was increased. 
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The new factor scales were first extracted using the balanced sample and the 100-item 
subset (BS-100 factors). As these factors were to be used as the standard factor scores upon 
which each racial and ethnic group would be compared, the stability of these factors was 
tested via bivariate correlation analysis of the BS-100 factors with the ES-317 factors and the 
ES-100 factors used to test the reliability of the item subset. A split half correlation analysis 
of the balanced sample with the 100-item subset was also run. The results indicated that the 
BS-100 factors were very similar to the ES-100 factors such that the median of the strongest 
correlation, that is the correlations among the matched factors, was .99. Further, when each 
of these factor scale sets was compared to the ES-317 factors, both produced nine (9) factors 
that correlated at .85 or above and median correlations of .84 and .83 respectively. 
Additional support for the stability of the BS-100 factors was derived from split half 
correlation results that showed that 14 of the 20 split half factors correlated at .90 or above. 
Ten of these correlated at .95 or above and the median correlation among the matched factors 
was .94. Overall, these results supported the use of the BS-100 factors as a standard for 
comparison in this study. 
Factor scales were also extracted for each ethnic group separately. These scales are 
hereafter denoted as AfAm-100, AsAm-100, CAm-100, and HAm-100 for factor scales 
derived from factoring the 100 item subset using the African American (AfAm), Asian 
American (AsAm), Caucasian American (CAm) and Hispanic American (HAm) samples, 
respectively. Once developed, each of the aforementioned factor scales was named based on 
its item content. The accuracy names and content were cross-checked using correlations of 
the factors with the content scales of the Strong Interest Inventory (SII). Whenever 
70 
appropriate, the names of the new factors were matched with those of similar factors in 
Lindley et al.'s (2000) analysis. 
Basic Interest Scales 
The 25 BISs measure specific components of an individual's vocational and life 
interest. These scales are theoretically placed according to their corresponding GOT, as 
shown in Table 3. The scales are scored using standard scores with a mean of 50 and a 
standard deviation of 10 points. Cronbach alphas for these scales ranged from .74 for the 
Agricultural scale to .94 for the Mechanical Activities scale. Test-retest reliabilities ranged 
from .80 for the Culinary Arts scale to .94 for the Teaching scale (Harmon et al., 1994). 
Past research has noted the ability of the BISs, as well as the PSSs and GOTs, to 
predict occupational group membership according to theoretical expectations in a variety of 
samples (Borgen & Harper, 1973; Donnay & Borgen, 1996; Harmon et al., 1994; etc.). 
Research has also shown that there is a hierarchical relationship among the scales, such that 
each, when combined with the others, adds unique information about the occupational 
variance. Furthermore, when examined as sets, the BISs tend to be the best predictors with 
the GOTs next, followed by the PSSs (Donnay & Borgen, 1996). This study will examine 
the predictive capability of the BISs with the different racial and ethnic groups as compared 
to the factor scales discussed above. 
General Occupational Themes 
Until the addition of the PSSs, the GOTs were the broadest content scale measure on 
the SII. These homogenous scales measure an individual's overall view of vocational and 
life interests in terms of Holland's (1997) RLASEC types. They are scored using standard 
scores with a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10 points. Cronbach alpha reliabilities 
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reported in the Strong Interest Inventory Applications and Technical Guide (Harmon et al., 
1994) ranged from .90 for the S-theme to .94 for the A-theme with test-retest reliabilities 
ranging from .84 for the E-theme to .92 for the R-theme. The fact that members of related 
occupations tend to score high and low on the appropriate GOTs is evidence of concurrent 
validity of the scales (Harmon et al., 1994). In this study previous research on the predictive 
capability of the GOTs with different racial and ethnic groups (see Lattimore & Borgen, 
1999) will be replicated and expanded for the purpose of comparison with the 
aforementioned BISs and factor scales. 
Personal Style Scales 
The PSSs are four broad measures of how people prefer to work, learn, lead and 
approach risks. These scales are scored in bipolar fashion such that high and low scores 
indicate opposite spectrums of the construct. More specifically, high scores on the Work 
Style Scale indicate a preference for working with people while low scores indicate a 
preference for working with ideas, data, or things. High scores on the Learning Environment 
scale suggest a preference for an academic environment while low scores show preference 
for practical, hands-on style learning. On the Leadership Style scale, high scorers report 
being comfortable taking charge and initiating while low scorers report preferring to lead by 
example rather than by taking charge. Lastly the Risk Taking/Adventure scale is structured 
such that high scores indicate a like of risky and adventurous activities and ideas while low 
scored indicate a dislike of such activities and ideas. The former two scales were developed 
empirically while the later two scales are homogeneous scales. Cronbach alpha reliabilities 
for these scales ranged from .78 for the Risk Taking/Ad venture scale, the shortest of the 
scales, to .91 for the Work Style scale. Cronbach alphas for the remaining two scales were 
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both .86. Test-retest reliabilities ranged from .81 for the Leadership Style scale to .92 for the 
Work Style scale over a series of four test samples (Harmon et al., 1994). The PSSs are 
included with the other content scales of the SII in comparative correlation analyses with the 
newly developed factor scales. 
Job Families 
Job families were determined by grouping the 50 occupations held by the participants 
in the study into similar clusters using Ward's hierarchical clustering analysis. This analysis 
was based on the factor scores of participants within the entire sample. For our purposes, a 
solution of 13 clusters or job families seemed to produce the most useful groupings without 
producing any single occupation groups. These 13 job families, described in Table 4.2, 
provided the criterion for the validity analyses. 
This method of using job families to evaluate concurrent validity of interest scales is 
similar to that used by Lattimore and Borgen (1999), however, the criterion was altered in 
order to avoid presupposing job families based on Holland's (1997) theory. Additional 
support for the development of such occupational clusters was noted by Rounds, Smith, 
Armstrong, and Donnay (2000) in their examination and evaluation of several occupational 
classification systems. In their report Rounds et al. (2000) promoted the use of 19 
occupational clusters developed from cluster analysis of the SII occupations based on the BIS 
profiles. Overall, the Rounds et al. (2000) occupational clusters were similar to the 13 job 
families created for this study. The tenth job family was an exception in that its occupations 
clustered based on interests in working for oneself or working independently, whereas the 
Rounds et al. (2000) clusters grouped the occupations based on agricultural, entrepreneurial, 
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or protective occupational interests. Table 5.2 provides a comparison of this study's 13 job 
families with Rounds et al.'s (2000) 19 occupational clusters. 
As these job families will be used in validity analyses across racial and ethnic groups, 
Table 6.2 presents the data on the racial and ethnic membership of each job family. Overall, 
the job family membership ranged from 1.7 to 23.5% in the African American group, from 
1.3 to 16.5% in the Asian American group, from 1.4 to 11.4% for the Caucasian American 
group, and from 3.1 to 16.9% in the Hispanic American group. Job family membership 
ranged from 1.8 to 12.6% for the Balanced Sample. The largest job families for the African 
American, Asian American, Caucasian American, and Hispanic American racial and ethnic 
groups were as follows: Organizational administration (job family 7), Mathematical science 
and art (2), Business-finance (1), and Literary and language arts (12). The Organizational 
administration (7) job family was the largest job family within the Balanced Sample. The 
smallest job family for all groups was the Mechanical (4) job family. No group contained 
fewer than ten members of any of the racial and ethnic groups. 
Analyses 
All analyses for these data were calculated using SPSS for Windows, Professional 
Statistic, Release 10.0.5 (Norusis, 1999). Each analysis was run separately on the 
aforementioned balanced sample and on each separate U.S. racial and ethnic group. 
Analysis of Factor Scale Interest Structure 
Within groups. Each factor scale within the BS-100, AfAm-100, AsAm-100, CAm-
100, and HAm-100 factor scale sets was named based on a detailed examination of the 
scale's item level content. The BS-100 factor scales were further correlated with the 
balanced sample scores on the original ES-317 factors and the SII content scales, that is, the 
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GOTs, BIS, and PSSs. These comparisons with established interest scale sets were expected 
to provide additional information about the content of the vocational interests measured by 
the BS-100 factor scales. 
Across groups. Two series of bivariate correlation analyses were run in order to 
compare the factor scale interest across groups. The first series compared the factor structure 
of the balanced sample with that of each racial and ethnic group. The second series 
compared the factor structure of each racial and ethnic group with one another. These 
analyses allowed for an examination of any similarities and differences between the factor 
structures of each group. This method of comparing factor structures across groups via the 
correlation of factors with factor scores has been established and verified in recent studies by 
Gorsuch (1997b) and Saklofske, Hildebrand, and Gorsuch (2000). 
Concurrent Predictive Analysis 
Previous research has established the ability of the SII content scales to contribute 
significantly to occupational separation (e.g., Donnay & Borgen, 1996; Lattimore & Borgen, 
1999) and current research on the new factor scales has indicated the same (Lindley et al., 
2000). With the exception of Lattimore and Borgen's (1999) analysis of the GOTs' ability to 
predict concurrent membership into six Holland-typed job families using the SII general 
reference sample, none of these recent studies have looked at this predictive capability across 
racial and ethnic groups. This study, therefore, expanded the current research knowledge by 
examining the ability of both the new factor scales and the BISs to predict concurrent 
membership into the 13 job families previously described for the balanced sample and four 
different racial and ethnic groups. Research on the predictive ability of the GOTs was 
replicated for comparison to the factor scales and BISs. 
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These analyses were performed using multivariate discriminant analysis, an 
established method for predicting membership to a specified group based on a defined set of 
predictor variables. This method also allows for the determination of the contribution of 
each separate variable to the prediction (Betz, 1987; Donnay & Borgen, 1996). The 
contribution of each scale to the prediction was represented by Wilks's lambda (A), a 
measure of the proportion of variance not explained by group membership (Betz, 1987; 
Donnay & Borgen, 1996). The amount of variance accounted for, therefore, was calculated 
as 1 - A. These analyses help to determine 1) if the factor scales can accurately predict real 
world occupational membership equally well across the racial and ethnic groups, and 2) how 
the predictive capability of the factor scales compares to that of the SII BISs and GOTs for 
the balanced sample and each racial and ethnic group. 
Results 
Factor Scale Interest Structure 
Within Groups 
The BS-100 factor analysis extracted 19 factors of which 18 had clear item groupings 
with moderate to strong correlations. The 19th factor was unclear with weak correlations 
with several journalism (positive) and mechanical (negative) items in other factors. The 
AfAm-100 analysis extracted 23 factors of which the last three (3) were unclear with no 
definable item groupings and very low correlations overall. The AsAm-100 analysis 
produced 22 factors of which one (1) was unclear and the C Am-100 analysis produced 20 
factors, the last of which was unclear. The HAm-100 analysis extracted 25 factors. Of these 
four (4) were unclear, three (3) with no definable item groupings and one (1) with one very 
low correlation with the "TV announcer" item. While the number of factors extracted in 
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these analyses ranged from 19 for the Balanced Sample to 25 for the Hispanic American 
Sample, the final number of definable factors ranged from 18 BS-100 factors to 21 factors in 
both the AsAm-100 and HAm-100 factor scale sets. Table 7.2 lists the named factor scales 
in the order in which they were derived in each of the analyses and Table 8.2 compares the 
item content in each factor in the above factor scale sets. 
Comparison of the item content among the factor scales showed a great deal of 
similarity between the factors produced in the separate analyses with the balanced sample 
and each racial and ethnic group. Some differences that were found include the production 
of a unique factors in some factors scale sets, such as the separate factor for statistics in the 
AfAm-100, CAm-100, and HAm-100 factor sets, the separate factor for Outspokenness in 
the AfAm-100 and AsAm-100 factors, and the Civil Service factor in the HAm-100 factors. 
In addition, the AsAm-100 factors produced three (3) distinct "Arts" factors — Creative Arts 
(no. 16), Fine Arts (18), and Performing Arts (12) - whereas all other groups produced only 
the Creative and Fine Arts factors. Other differences in the factor content between the 
groups included I) whether Mechanical activities grouped along with the Nature activities 
factor, as in the BS-100 and AfAm-100 factors, factored separately, as in the AsAm-100 
factors, or simply did not factor together in a clear manner, as in the CAm-100 and HAm-100 
factors, and 2) fine distinctions between the content of the Adventurous scale(s) for each 
group, such as the strong verbal content of the CAm-100 Adventurous factor (14) and the 
addition of an Adventurous subset (21) in the HAm-100 factors. 
Further information on the content of the factor scale sets was derived from 
correlation of each of the scale sets with the SII content scales, that is the GOTs, BISs, and 
PSSs. The results of these correlation analyses are shown in Tables 9.2-13.2 for comparisons 
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with the BS-100, AfAm-100, AsAm-100, CAm-100, and HAm-100 factors, respectively. 
Again, the results showed a great deal of similarity among the different factor scale sets. 
Nearly all of the GOTs and BISs produced moderate to strong correlations with the factor 
scales in each of the aforementioned factor sets. The R, I, A, E, and C GOTs generally 
produced their strongest correlations within the first 5-6 factors in each factor set. The S 
GOT, however, generally correlated most strongly with later factors in each set. More 
specifically, the R GOT correlated strongest with the Nature and Nature/Mechanical 
Activities factors, the I GOT correlated best with the Mathematics or Science/Research 
factors, the A GOT correlated strongest with Creative Arts and highly with the other Arts 
factors and the Writing/Literature factors, and the E GOT correlated best with the 
Business/Sales factor in each factor scale set. The S GOT generally produced its highest 
correlation with the Teaching/Education factors, and the C GOT most often produced its 
highest correlation with either the Medical-technical support factor or with the 
Business/Sales factor. In both the CAm-100 and HAm-100 factor sets, however, the C GOT 
correlated best with the Statistics/Finance and Statistics factors, respectively. 
These best correlations typically ranged between .66 to .89 for all but the C GOT, 
which consistently produced the lowest correlations, ranging between .59 and .71. These 
lower correlations suggest that conventional typed interests may not be as well represented 
within the factors as the other GOTs. This lower correlation between the factor scales and 
the C GOT may be due, in part, to the mixture of C and E interests in the Business/Sales 
factor in each of the groups. 
The BISs also produced notable correlations with the factors in the different factor 
scale sets, excepting the Religious Activities and Computer Activities BISs that were, 
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apparently, not well represented in the 100 item subset. As expected, those BISs and factor 
scales with similar names and content tended to correlate more highly, which both confirmed 
the naming of the factor scales and provided additional information about how these factor 
scales differed from the established BISs and from each other. For example, factors such as 
the Writing/Literature and Military Activities factors with clearly matched BISs, specifically 
the Writing and Military Activities BISs, generally correlated very highly with their 
corresponding scale. BIS correlations with other factors, such as the Special Needs People 
factor that had no clear match in the BISs, provided more information into the type of 
interests reflected by the scale. In this case, the Special Needs People factor correlations 
with the Medical Service and Social Service BISs indicate the medical and social interests 
typically associated with interests in working with people with special needs. Another 
example of this was the strong correlation between the Statistics and Statistics/Finance 
factors in the HAm-100 and CAm-100 factors, respectively, and the Data Management BIS, 
which correlated more strongly with the factors than the Math BIS. Additional examples 
include the correlations between the Medical-technical support factors and the Office 
Services BIS and the consistent moderate correlations between the Writing BIS and factors 
related to Fine Arts and, in the AsAm-100 factors, Academic Interests. While, these results 
indicated that there was some difference between the factor scales and the BISs in each of the 
factor scale sets, they showed little variation between the factor scale sets outside of what 
was previously mentioned during discussion of the item content of the factor scales. 
In the comparisons with the PSSs, the factor scales correlated most strongly with the 
Leadership Style and Learning Environment scales. Mores specifically, the Leadership Style 
PSS correlated most strongly with factors related to Politics, Public Speaking, and 
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Outspokenness factors. The Learning Environment PSS correlated most strongly with the 
Writing/Literature, Fine Arts, and Academic Interests factors, the latter of which is found 
only in the AsAm-100 factor set. In certain factor scale sets, such as the AfAm-100, CAm-
100, and HAm-100 sets, the Learning Environment and sometimes the Leadership Style 
PSSs also produced mild to moderate correlations with the Adventurous factor scales. The 
Work Style PSS correlated primarily with the Entertaining factor and sometimes with the 
Teaching/Education factor suggesting that people with stronger interests in these areas also 
tend to prefer working with people to working with data, ideas, or things. The Risk 
Taking/Ad venture PSS correlated primarily with the Adventurous, Athletics, and Medical-
science/service factors. Correlations with the latter Work Style and Risk Taking/Adventure 
PSSs were generally mild to moderate in comparison to factor correlations with the former 
PSSs. 
Across Groups 
Results of the bivariate correlation analyses between the BS-100 factors and AfAm-
100, AsAm-100, CAm-100, and HAm-100 factors, respectively, are summarized in Table 
14.2. These data showed that the strongest correlations in each bivariate comparison 
occurred between similarly named, or matched, factors. Correlations between the matched 
factors ranged from .70 - 1.00 overall, with median correlations among the matched factors 
ranging from .85 for the AfAm-100 correlation with HAm-100 factors to .99 for the BS-100 
correlation with the CAm-100 factors. These median correlation results, shown in Table 
15.2, further showed that the similarity among the factor scale sets was consistently lower in 
the bivariate comparisons between the HAm-100 factor set and the other factor scales sets, 
possibly due to the greater variability in the number of factors initially extracted by the 
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HAm-100 analysis. Still, all of the median correlations were considerably strong and 
indicated a high level of similarity between the matched factor scales in each factor scale set. 
In order to take into account the fact that some factors in one scale set may have 
"matched" with more than one factor in another factor scale set, for example, the AsAm-100 
Performing Arts and Creative Arts factors correlated equally with Creative Arts factors in 
other factor scale sets, an alternate method of comparing the similarity of the factor scale sets 
as a unit was also performed. This method, described by Chan, Leung, Chan, Ho, and Yung 
(1999), allowed for a single congruence coefficient to be calculated from the comparison of 
the item loadings on matched factor scales. Factors were matched for the analysis, as shown 
in Table 16.2, based on the item content and correlations between the factors in each factor 
scale set. In those cases were one factor in one scale set was matched with two factors in 
another scales set, the former factor was used twice in the total congruence calculation. The 
final total correspondence coefficients for each bivariate factor scale set comparison are 
listed in Table 17.2. These data ranged from .86 for the AsAm-100 versus HAm-100 
comparison to .96 for the BS-100 versus CAm-100 comparison. While the comparisons with 
the HAm-100 factor scale set tended to produce lower congruence coefficients, similar to the 
median correlation results, the overall results confirm a high degree of similarity between the 
factor scale sets derived using the balanced sample and each of the separate racial and ethnic 
groups. 
Concurrent Predictive Analysis 
Given the high level of congruence between the BS-100 factors and the factor scale 
sets derived separately with each of the racial and ethnic groups, the following concurrent 
predictive analyses were completed using the BS-100 factors in comparison with the BISs 
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and GOTs. The results of the discriminant multivariate analyses, shown in Table 18.2, 
indicated that each of the interest scale sets, that is, the BS-100 factors, BISs, and GOTs, 
accounted for a significant amount of variance in the prediction of occupational job family 
membership within the balanced sample and each racial and ethnic group. Values for the 
percent of variance accounted for ranged from 76.6% for the Balanced Sample to 83.7% for 
the Hispanic Americans when using the BS-100 factors as the predictors variables; from 
80.5% for Balanced Sample to 87.1% for the Hispanic Americans when using the BISs; and 
from 50.7% for the Asian American group to 63.1% for the Hispanic American group when 
using the GOTs. These data, along with the cross-validated direct hit rate data, illustrated 
that both the BS-100 factor and the BISs accounted for more variance and predicted job 
family membership at a higher rate than the GOTs in all samples. Furthermore, the 
predictions using the BS-100 factor scales and the BISs appeared to be very similar, although 
the BISs tended to have a higher percent of variance accounted for and cross-validated direct 
hit rate in nearly all of the groups tested (see Figure 1). Analysis of the significance of these 
differences was accomplished using Chi squared analysis of the cross-validated hit rate data 
across the interest scale sets and across the racial and ethnic samples (see Fleiss, 1981). 
The results of the Chi squared tests of the cross-validated direct hit rate differences 
across the interest scale sets in the balanced sample and in each racial and ethnic sample are 
shown in Table 19.2. These results confirmed the above observation that there was no 
significant difference between the BS-100 factors and the BISs, and showed that there was a 
significant difference between each of the aforementioned interest scale sets and the GOTs 
for all groups examined when the significance level was set at e<.01. Interestingly, if the 
significance level were changed to g<.05, a significant difference between the BS-100 factors 
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and the BISs would appear for the Balanced Sample only. Table 20.2 shows the results of 
the Chi squared tests of the hit rate differences across the balanced sample and racial and 
ethnic groups for each interest scale set. These results indicated that there was no significant 
difference between the ethnic groups for either the BS-100 factors, BISs, or GOTs at the 
£><.01 significance level. At the p<.05 significance level, however, a significant difference 
between the cross-validated direct hit rates produced by the BISs for the Balanced Sample 
and the African American sample emerged. 
Discussion 
This study of the structure of three different interest scale sets, a new set of factor 
scales, the BISs, and GOTS, has provided some interesting and useful information regarding 
vocational interests across racial and ethnic groups in the United States. Comparison of the 
item-based factor structure indicated that there was little variation in the structure of the 
factor interest scales across four large national samples of African Americans, Asian 
Americans, Caucasian Americans, and Hispanic Americans or the combined Balanced 
Sample. Results of the multivariate discriminant analyses provided evidence that while each 
set of interest scales was able to predict occupational job family membership, the more 
specific interests scales, that is, the factor scales and BISs, predicted membership 
significantly better than the GOTs for groups. The lack of difference between the factor 
scales and BISs may have resulted from the use of a 100-item subset in the factor analyses of 
this study. While the 100-item subset was utilized in order to ensure the reliability of the 
factor analyses, its use appeared to lessen the number and specificity of the factors extracted 
as compared to research by Lindley et al. (2000). Overall, however, these results confirmed 
the hypothesis that the more specific, or complex, sets of interest scales provide better 
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predictions of occupational membership and furthered the notion that individuals in different 
racial and ethnic groups see the world of work similarly (Day & Rounds, 1998; Fouad et al., 
1997; Hansen, 1992; Lattimore & Borgen, 1999). One limitation to the generalizability of 
these results, however, is the overall high educational level of the participants in comparison 
to the U.S. population in general. 
Nevertheless, neither the newly developed factor scales nor the BISs had been 
examined across racial and ethnic groups before this study, so the results are important to the 
field's understanding of vocational interests in a multicultural context. Further research into 
the utility of these scales with other multiracial/multiethnic samples is necessary to confirm 
the results of this study and add to our understanding of the usefulness of the more specific 
sets of interest in counseling practice. Additional research using the factor interest scales and 
BISs with non-college educated samples is also needed to expand our knowledge of 
vocational interests. In addition, continued research on the factor scales developed through 
analysis with the complete SII item set is needed to expand our knowledge about how the 
more complex sets of factors scales compare with the BISs across race and ethnicity. The 
use of the Balanced Sample, presented in this study, may provide a useful method of 
examining factor scales with the entire item sample in future studies. Comparison of the 
BISs with the factor scales may also provide information that would help to create a more 
specific set of BISs that reflect some of the unique interest groups found in the factor scales. 
This research would not only further our understanding of the factors scales across racial and 
ethnic groups, but would also provide a wealth of information into the specificity of 
vocational interests as a whole. In the meantime, the current findings support the use of the 
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SII interest scales and the newly developed factor scales for vocational counseling and 
research in a multicultural context. 
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Table 1.2 
Demographic Data for the Racial and Ethnic Groups within the Balanced Sample 
Race-Ethnicity 
African Asian Caucasian Hispanic 
Mean Americans Americans Americans 
Americans 
Age (years) 43.1 40.3 42.6 39.4 
Years in 
Occupation 16.0 13.5 16.2 13.1 
Educational level BA/BS MA/MS BA/BS BA/BS 
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Table 2.2 
List of Named ES-317 Factors with Comparison to Lindlev et al. (2000) 40 Factors 
ES-317 Factors Lindley et al. Factors 
1. Artistic 1. Artistic 
2. Mechanical/ Construction Activities 2. Realistic 
3. Sales 4. Enterprising 
4. Secretarial & Office Assistant Activities 3. Conventional 
5. Athletics 5. Athletics 
6. Fashion and Design 7. Fashion Design 
7. Science and Research 9. Science 
8. Education and Child Care-taking 8. Working with Children 
9. Leadership and Motivation 6. Leadership 
10. Writing 12. Writing 
11. Politics 10. Law/Politics 
12. Medical - science/ service 11. Medical Science 
13. Math 13. Mathematics 
14. Nature 14. Nature 
15. Religious Activities 15. Religious Activities 
16. Military Activities 16. Military Activities 
17. Entertaining & Culinary Activities 19. Culinary Arts 
18. Accounting and Finance 25. Accounting 
19. Education - High school and Adult 23. Teaching 
20. Business 17. Business 
21. Risk Taking/Adventure 20. Risk Taking/Ad venture 
22. Law 21. Law 
23. Social Science & Service 22. Social Service 
24. Statistics 18. Statistics 
25. Special Needs People 26. Unusual People 
26. Acting/ Public Speaking 24. Acting 
27. Computer Activities 27. Computer Activities 
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Table 2.2 (continued) 
ES-317 Factors Lindley et al. Factors 
28. Foreign Service/Language 29. International Activities 
29. Working with People X 
31. Engineering and Architecture 30. Applied Arts 
32. Outspoken/ Nonconformist/ Leadership 35. Dominant People 
33. Organizational Management 32. Management 
34. Cartoonist X 
35. Non-Dance Interests 38. Business/Anti-Dance 
36. Music X 
37. Dental X 
38. Mechanical & Manufacturing Activities 33. Mechanical Activities 
39. Working with Ideas X 
40. Protective 40. Police Officer 
42. Interviewing People X 
43. Banking - service X 
44. Dietician 39. Dietician 
45. Being Entertained (Recreational X 
Activities) 
47. Charity Work X 
48. Flight Attendant X 
30,41,46,49, 50 Unclear X 
X 28. Working for Yourself 
X 31. City Planning 
X 34. Unclear 
X 36. Unclear 
X 37. Enterprising subset 
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Table 3.2 
Relationship of Strong Interest Inventory General Occupational Themes (GOTs) and Basic 
Interest Scales (BISs) 
GOT BIS 
Realistic Agriculture 
Nature 
Military Activities 
Athletics 
Mechanical Activities 
Investigative Science 
Mathematics 
Medical Science 
Artistic Music Dramatics 
Art 
Applied Art 
Writing 
Culinary Arts 
Social Teaching 
Social Service 
Medical Service 
Religious Activities 
Enterprising Public Speaking 
Law/Politics 
Merchandising 
Sales 
Conventional Organizational Management 
Data management 
Computer Activities 
Office Services 
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Table 4.2 
General Description of the 13 Job Family Clusters with Corresponding Occupations 
Job Family General Description Occupations 
1 Business-finance Accountant, Banker, Bookkeeper, Business 
education teacher, Credit manager 
2 Mathematical science and art Actuary, Engineer, Architect 
3 Public influence-persuasion Advertising exec, Lawyer, Marketing 
exec., Public relations director 
4 Mechanical Auto mechanic, Plumber 
5 Scienti Ac-analytical Biologist, Chemist, Computer programmer, 
Physicist 
6 Teaching-care taking Child care provider, Elem. school teacher, 
Social worker, Speech pathologist, Special 
education teacher 
7 Organizational administration Comm. service org. director, House 
keeping supervisor, Nursing home admin., 
Parks and recreations coordinator 
8 Group development Corporate trainer, Life insurance agent, 
Human resources dir., School admin. 
9 Medical I-science Dentist, Pharmacist, Radiological 
technologist, Veterinarian, Audiologist 
10 Working for self/ Farmer, Gardener, Police Officer, Small 
working independently business owner, Forester 
11 Technical support Flight Attendant, Medical Records 
Technician, Paralegal 
12 Literary-language arts Librarian, Technical Writer, Translator 
13 Medical II-technical support Nurse - RN, Occupational therapist, 
Physical Therapist 
90 
Table 5.2 
Relationship of the 13 Job Family Clusters and Rounds et al. (2000) Occupational Clusters 
with Shared Occupations Listed 
Job Family 
Rounds et al. 
Occupational Clusters Shared Occupations 
1. Business-finance Financial detail 
2. Mathematical 
science and art 
3. Public influence-
persuasion 
4. Mechanical 
5. Scientific-
analytical 
6. Teaching-care 
taking 
7. Organizational 
administration 
8. Group 
development 
9. Medical I-science 
10. Working for self/ 
working 
independently 
11. Technical support 
12. Literary-language 
arts 
13. Medical II-
technical support 
Applied Mathematics 
Applied Arts 
Media 
Entrepreneurial 
Skilled Trades 
Physical Sciences 
Applied Mathematics 
Teaching and Helping 
Office Administration 
Entrepreneurial 
Retail Sales and 
Management 
Medical science 
Agricultural 
Protective 
Service Arts 
Verbal Communication 
Medical - Technical 
Support 
Accountant, Banker, Bookkeeper, 
Business education teacher, Credit 
manager 
Actuary, Engineer 
Architect 
Advertising exec, Public relations dir. 
Lawyer, Marketing exec. 
Auto mechanic 
Biologist 
Chemist, Computer programmer, Physicist 
Elem. school teacher, Social worker, 
Speech pathologist, Special education 
teacher 
Nursing home administrator 
Corporate trainer, Human resources dir., 
School admin. 
Life insurance agent 
Dentist, Pharmacist, Veterinarian 
Farmer, Gardener, Forester 
Police Officer 
Flight Attendant 
Librarian, Technical Writer, Translator 
Nurse - RN, Occupational therapist 
Note. Additional Rounds et al. (2000) clusters with no occupation match in the current job 
families include the following: Social Administration and Guidance, Body Work, and Social 
Sciences. 
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Table 6.2 
Job Family by Race and Ethnicity within the Balanced Sample 
Race-Ethnicity 
Balanced African Asian Caucasian Hispanic 
Job Family 
Sample American American American American 
n % n % n % n % n % 
1 Business-finance 222 7.2 59 7.3 39 4.9 91 11.4 33 4.8 
2 Mathematical 263 8.5 23 2.8 131 16.5 57 7.1 52 7.6 
science and art 
3 Public influence- 166 5.4 24 3.0 35 4.4 62 7.8 45 6.6 
persuasion 
4 Mechanical 56 1.8 14 1.7 10 1.3 11 1.4 21 3.1 
5 Scientific- 286 9.3 45 6.0 125 15.7 70 8.8 46 6.7 
analytical 
6 Teaching-care 243 7.9 98 12.2 28 3.5 62 7.8 55 8.0 
taking 
7 Organizational 388 12.6 189 23.5 42 5.3 85 10.6 72 10.5 
administration 
8 Group 178 5.8 81 10.1 21 2.6 40 5.0 36 5.2 
development 
9 Medical I-science 311 10.1 56 7.0 116 14.6 78 9.8 61 8.9 
10 Working for self)' 156 5.1 26 3.2 20 2.5 55 6.9 55 8.0 
independently 
11 Technical support 256 8.3 78 9.7 94 11.8 46 5.8 38 5.5 
12 Literary-language 288 9.3 49 6.1 65 8.2 58 7.3 116 16.9 
arts 
13 Medical II- 274 8.9 63 7.8 69 8.7 85 10.6 57 8.3 
technical support 
Total 3087 805 795 800 687 
Note. Percentages are calculated based on totals within each racial-ethnic group of the 
balanced sample. 
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Table 7.2 
Names of Factor Scales Derived from Analyses of 100-Item Subset with Balanced Sample 
and Each Racial and Ethnic Group. 
Scale Name by Sample 
Scale Balanced Sample African American Asian American 
1 Business/Sales Business/Sales Business/Sales 
2 Mathematics Nature/Mechanical 
Activities 
Writing/Literature 
3 W riting/Literature Writing/Literature Entertaining 
4 Nature/Mechanical 
Activities 
Mathematics Nature Activities 
5 Creative Arts Medical - technical 
support 
Science/Research 
6 Politics & Civil Service Military Activities Medical - technical 
support 
7 Military Activities Entertaining Politics & 
Outspokenness 
8 Entertaining Special Needs People Military Activities 
9 Medical - technical 
support 
Creative Arts Medical - science & 
service 
10 Athletics Athletics Mathematics 
11 Special Needs People T caching/Education Athletics 
12 Medical - science & 
service 
Medical - science & 
service 
Performing Arts 
13 Teaching/Education Outspokenness Special Needs People 
14 Adventurous Public Speaking T eaching/Education 
15 Fine Arts Fine Arts Adventurous 
16 Public Speaking Adventurous Creative Arts 
17 Health/Social Science Social/Heath and Natural 
Sciences 
Health/Social Science 
18 Science/Research Statistics Fine Arts 
Table 7.2 (continued) 
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Scale Name by Sample 
Scale Balanced Sample African American Asian American 
19 Unclear Politics & Civil Service Public Speaking 
20 X Science/Research Mechanical Activities 
21 X Unclear Unclear 
22 X Unclear Academic Interests 
23 X Unclear X 
24 X X X 
25 X X X 
Table 7.2 (continued) 
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Scale Name by Sample 
Scale Caucasian American Hispanic American 
1 Business/Sales Business/Sales 
2 W riting/Literature W riting/Literature 
3 Nature Activities Mathematics 
4 Creative Arts Military Activities 
5 Entertaining Nature Activities 
6 Science/Research Creative Arts 
7 Military Activities Politics 
8 Athletics Medical - science & 
service 
9 Medical - science & 
service 
Athletics 
10 Politics & Civil Service Entertaining 
11 Mathematics T caching/Education 
12 T caching/Education Special Needs People 
13 Special Needs People Medical - technical 
support 
14 Adventurous 
(strong verbal 
component) 
Science/Research 
15 Medical - technical 
support 
Public Speaking 
16 Public Speaking Adventurous 
17 Statistics & Finance Fine Arts 
18 Fine Arts Statistics 
19 Health/Social Science Social Science 
20 Unclear Unclear 
21 X Adventurous subset 
(public service 
occupations) 
22 X Unclear 
(TV announcer) 
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Table 7.2 (continued) 
Scale 
Scale Name by Sample 
Caucasian American Hispanic American 
23 X Civil Service 
24 X Unclear 
25 X Unclear 
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Table 8.2 
Item Content of Factor Scales Derived from Analyses of 100 Item Subset with Balanced 
Sample and Each Racial and Ethnic Group 
Factor Scale Set 
AfArn- AsAm- CAm- HAm-
100 Item Subset BS-100 100 100 100 100 
78. Manager, Chamber of 1 1 1 1 1 
Commerce 
50. Employment manger 1 1 1 1 1 
23. Business teacher 1 1 1 1 1 
105. Public relations director 1 1 1 1 1 
89. Office manager 1 1 1 1 1 
36. Corporation lawyer 1 1 1 1 20 
54. Financial analyst 1 1 1 17 20 
110. Retailer 1 1 1 1 1 
107. Realtor 1 1 1 1 1 
24. Buyer of merchandise 1 1 3 1 1 
75. Life insurance agent 1 5 I 1 1 
104. Psychologist 1 1 17 4 19 
151. Geometry 2 4 10 11 3 
138. Algebra 2 4 10 11 3 
165. Physics 2 4 10 11 3 
122. Statistician 2 18 5 17 18 
191. Making statistical charts 2 18 5 17 18 
148. Computer science 2 18 10 11 3 
150. English composition/Writing 3 3 2 2 2 
156. Literature 3 3 2 2 2 
46. Editor 3 3 2 2 2 
60. Free-lance writer 3 3 2 2 2 
180. Writing reports 3 3 2 2 2 
85. Newspaper reporter 3 3 12 2 2 
75. Librarian 3 18 2 2 2 
59. Forest ranger 4 2 4 3 5 
106. Rancher 4 2 4 3 5 
161. Nature study 4 17 4 3 5 
201. Cabinetmaking 4 2 4 3 5 
244. Camping 4 2 4 3 5 
143. Botany 4 17 4 6 5 
22. Building contractor 4 2 20 1 20 
115. Sculptor 5 9 16 4 6 
Table 8.2 (continued) 
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Factor Scale Set 
AfAm- AsAm- CAm- HAm-
100 Item Subset BS-100 100 100 100 100 
26. Cartoonist 5 9 16 4 6 
136. Acting 5 9 12 4 2 
141. Art 5 9 16 4 6 
128. TV announcer 5 1 12 4 22 
40. Dance teacher 5 9 12 4 10 
249. Organizing a play 5 3 7 4 23 
263. Musical geniuses 5 16 18 4 6 
100. Politician 6 19 7 10 7 
231. Electioneering for office 6 19 7 10 7 
184. Heading a civic improvement 6 19 7 10 23 
program 
181. Discussing politics 6 19 7 10 7 
217. Expressing judgments publicly, 6 13 7 10 7 
regardless of what others say 
212. Participating in arguments 6 13 7 14 7 
216. Raising money for charity 6 1 7 10 23 
58. Foreign service officer 6 1 12 2 2 
202. Bargaining 6 7 11 1 9 
219. Living in a City 6 16 3 18 5(neg) 
227. Drilling in a military company 7 6 8 7 4 
196. Drilling soldiers 7 6 8 7 4 
159. Military drilling 7 6 8 7 4 
99. Police officer 7 6 8 7 21 
194. Decorating a room with 8 7 3 5 10 
flowers 
203. Looking at things in a clothing 8 7 3 5 10 
store 
245. Preparing dinner for guests 8 7 3 5 10 
190. Learning more about the foods 8 7 3 19 10 
I eat 
133. X-Ray technician 9 5 6 15 13 
42. Dental assistant 9 5 6 15 13 
87. Nurses aide/Orderly 9 5 6 15 13 
108. Receptionist 9 5 6 15 1 
72. Laboratory technician 9 5 6 6 13 
230. Playing team sports with 10 10 11 8 9 
friends 
164. Physical education 10 10 11 8 9 
207. Competing in activities 10 10 11 8 9 
Table 8.2 (continued) 
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Factor Scale Set 
AfAm- AsAm- CAm- HAm-
100 Item Subset BS-100 100 100 100 100 
236. Sports pages in newspaper 10 10 11 8 9 
221. Golf 10 10 11 8 9 
264. Physically disabled people 11 8 13 13 12 
259. Physically sick people 11 8 13 13 12 
261. Very old people 11 8 13 13 12 
124. Surgeon 12 12 9 9 8 
197. Watching an open-heart 12 12 9 9 8 
operation 
193. Giving first aid assistance 12 12 9 9 8 
182. Taping a sprained ankle 12 12 9 9 8 
116. Secret service agent 12 1 12 9 21 
49. Elementary school teacher 13 11 14 12 11 
112. School principal 13 11 14 12 11 
188. Teaching adults 13 11 14 12 11 
251. High school students 13 11 14 12 11 
33. College professor 13 11 22 12 11 
206. Taking care of children 13 11 14 12 11 
269. People who live dangerously 14 16 15 14 16 
255. Nonconformists 14 16 18 14 16 
210. Continually changing activities 14 16 15 14 16 
265. Outspoken people with new 14 16 7 14 16 
ideas 
15. Auto racer 14 2 20 9 21 
222. Jazz or rock concerts 14 15 15 14 16 
232. Art galleries 15 15 16 18 17 
234. Symphony concerts 15 15 18 18 17 
242. Attending lectures 15 19 22 18 2 
169. Public speaking 16 14 19 16 15 
175. Making a speech 16 14 19 16 15 
152. Health education 17 17 17 19 8 
166. Physiology 17 17 9 19 8 
171. Sociology 17 17 17 19 19 
114. Scientific research worker 18 20 5 6 14 
243. Performing scientific 18 20 5 6 14 
experiments 
113. Scientific illustrator 18 20 5 6 14 
176. Doing research work 18 18 5 6 14 
9. Astronomer 18 20 5 6 14 
240. Popular mechanics magazines 19 2 20 20 5 
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Table 9.2 
Correlation of BS-100 Factors with Strong Interest Inventory Content Scales 
BS-100 Factors 
SII Scales 
GOTs BISs PSSs 
1. Business/Sales 
2. Mathematics 
.83 Enterprising 
.63 Conventional 
.84 Investigative 
.87 Org Management 
.79 Merchandising 
.69 Law/Politics 
.66 Sales 
.66 Public Speaking 
.62 Data Management 
.95 Math 
.76 Science 
3. Writing/ 
Literature 
.63 Artistic .88 Writing .68 Learning Envir 
4. Nature/ 
Mechanical 
Activities 
.74 Realistic .84 Nature 
.71 Agriculture 
.61 Mechanical Activ 
5. Creative Arts 
6. Politics & Civil 
Service 
.86 Artistic 
.53 Enterprising 
.83 Applied Art 
.79 Art 
.77 Music/Dramatics 
.66 Writing 
.89 Public Speaking 
.87 Law/Politics 
.75 Leadership Style 
7. Military 
Activities 
.94 Military Activities 
8. Entertaining 
9. Medical — 
technical support 
10. Athletics 
11. Special Needs 
People 
.64 Culinary Arts 
.56 Conventional .78 Medical Service 
.65 Office Services 
.58 Social 
.91 Athletics 
.60 Medical Service 
.53 Social Service 
.58 Work Style 
.51 Risk Taking/ 
Adventure 
Table 9.2 (continued) 
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SII Scales 
BS-100 Factors GOTs BISs PSSs 
12. Medical — 
science & service 
.62 Investigative 
.56 Realistic 
.83 Medical Science 
.69 Medical Service 
.53 Mechanical Activ 
.57 Risk Taking/ 
Adventure 
13. Teaching/ 
Education 
.82 Social .93 Teaching 
.65 Social Service 
14. Adventurous .63 Risk Taking/ 
Adventure 
15. Fine Arts .67 Artistic .65 Art 
.60 Writing 
.59 Music/Dramatics 
.70 Learning Envir 
16. Public Speaking .71 Public Speaking .72 Leadership Style 
17. Health/Social 
Science 
.52 Social Service 
18. 
Science/Research 
.79 Investigative .86 Science 
.52 Mechanical Activ 
19. Unclear -.44 Realistic .46 Public Speaking 
-.45 Mechanical Activ 
.52 Work Style 
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Table 10.2 
Correlation of Afam-100 Factors with Strong Interest Inventory Scales 
SII Scales 
Afam-100 Factors GOTs BISs PSSs 
1. Business/Sales .84 Enterprising .84 Org Management 
.81 Merchandising 
.70 Public Speaking 
.69 Law/Politics 
.65 Sales 
.58 Leadership Style 
2. Natural/ 
Mechanical 
Activities 
.84 Realistic .73 Mechanical Activ 
.72 Nature 
.71 Agriculture 
3. Writing/ 
Literature 
.75 Artistic .92 Writing 
.60 Music/Dramatics 
.75 Learning Envir 
4. Mathematics .74 Investigative .89 Math 
.63 Science 
5. Medical -
technical support 
.57 Conventional .66 Medical Service 
.64 Office Services 
6. Military 
Activities 
.92 Military Activities 
7. Entertaining .62 Culinary 
Activities 
.56 Work Style 
8. Special Needs 
People 
.53 Social .65 Medical Service 
.50 Social Service 
9. Creative Arts .85 Artistic .88 Applied Art 
.83 Art 
.72 Music/Dramatics 
.62 Writing 
10. Athletics .90 Athletics .51 Risk Taking/ 
Adventure 
11. 
T eaching/Education 
.84 Social .90 Teaching 
.68 Social Service 
.58 Work Style 
Table 10.2 (continued) 
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SII Scales 
Afam-100 Factors GOTs BISs PSSs 
12. Medical -
science & service 
13. Outspokenness 
14. Public Speaking 
15. Fine Arts 
16. Adventurous 
17. Social/Health 
and Natural Science 
18. Statistics 
19. Politics & Civil 
Service 
20. Science/ 
Research 
21. Unclear 
22. Unclear 
.71 Artistic 
.56 Artistic 
.59 Conventional 
.76 Medical Science 
.68 Medical Service 
.59 Law/politics 
.75 Public Speaking 
.70 Art 
.64 Writing 
.63 Music/Dramatics 
.58 Music/Dramatics 
.51 Writing 
.56 Social Service 
.55 Medical Service 
.51 Nature 
.51 Medical Science 
.60 Mathematics 
.49 Computer Activ 
.82 Law/Politics 
.81 Public Speaking 
.78 Investigative .82 Science 
.47 Social Service 
.44 Public Speaking 
.51 Risk Taking/ 
Adventure 
.54 Leadership Style 
.71 Leadership Style 
.51 Learning Envir 
.71 Learning Envir 
.61 Learning Envir 
.54 Risk Taking/ 
Adventure 
.65 Leadership Style 
.60 Learning Envir 
.56 Work Style 
.41 Leadership Style 
23. Unclear 
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Table 11.2 
Correlation of AsAm-100 Factors with Strong Interest Inventory Scales 
SII Scales 
AsAm-100 Factors GOTs BISs PSSs 
1. Business/Sales 
2. Writing/ 
Literature 
3. Entertaining 
.76 Enterprising 
.65 Conventional 
.61 Artistic 
.51 Artistic 
4. Nature Activities .62 Realistic 
.50 Investigative 
5. Science/Research .88 Investigative 
6. Medical - .53 Social 
technical support .52 Conventional 
7. Politics/ 
Outspokenness 
8. Military 
Activities 
9. Medical - science .61 Investigative 
& service 
10. Mathematics .76 Investigative 
.87 Org Management 
.74 Merchandising 
.67 Data Management 
.62 Law/Politics 
.85 Writing 
.70 Culinary 
Activities 
.55 Art 
.54 Social Service 
.50 Music/Dramatics 
.86 Nature 
.66 Agriculture 
.92 Science 
.65 Mathematics 
.73 Medical Service 
.63 Office Services 
.86 Public Speaking 
.86 Law/Politics 
.93 Military Activities 
.84 Medical Science 
.76 Medical Service 
.92 Math 
.65 Science 
.70 Learning Envir 
.76 Leadership Style 
.56 Learning Envir 
11. Athletics .90 Athletics 
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Table 11.2 (continued) 
SII Scales 
AsAm-100 Factors GOTs BISs PSSs 
12. Performing Arts .64 Artistic .67 Public Speaking 
.63 Writing 
.60 Music/Dramatics 
.57 Law/Politics 
13. Special Needs 
People 
.58 Social .64 Medical Service 
.57 Social Service 
14. Teaching/ 
Education 
.80 Social .89 Teaching 
.64 Social Service 
15. Adventurous .61 Risk Taking/ 
Adventure 
16. Creative Arts .79 Artistic .85 Applied Art 
.85 Art 
.62 Music/Dramatics 
17. Social/Health 
Science 
.47 Social .60 Social Service 
.46 Medical Service 
.44 Medical Science 
18. Fine Arts .69 Artistic .70 Music/Dramatics 
.64 Art 
.56 Writing 
.68 Learning Envir 
19. Public Speaking .48 Public Speaking .59 Leadership Style 
20. Mechanical 
Activities 
.66 Realistic .66 Mechanical 
Activities 
21. Unclear .43 Sales 
22. Academic 
Interests 
.58 Artistic .64 Writing 
.49 Art 
.68 Learning Envir 
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Table 12.2 
Correlation of CAm-100 Factors with Strong Interest Inventory Scales 
SII Scales 
CAm Factors GOTs BISs PSSs 
1. Business/Sales .84 Enterprising 
.52 Conventional 
.86 Org Management 
.80 Merchandising 
.67 Sales 
.66 Law/Politics 
.65 Public Speaking 
2. Writing/ 
Literature 
3. Nature Activities 
.70 Artistic 
.68 Realistic 
.92 Writing 
.83 Nature 
.70 Agriculture 
.73 Learning Envir 
4. Creative Arts .84 Artistic .82 Applied Art 
.77 Art 
.75 Music/Dramatics 
.66 Writing 
5. Entertaining .62 Culinary Arts .57 Work Style 
6. Science/Research .89 Investigative .93 Science 
.61 Medical Science 
7. Military 
Activities 
.93 Military Activities 
8. Athletics 
9. Medical — science 
& service 
.52 Realistic 
.51 Investigative 
.93 Athletics 
.77 Medical Science 
.66 Medical Service 
.53 Risk Taking/ 
Adventure 
.61 Risk Taking/ 
Adventure 
10. Politics & Civil 
Service 
.87 Public Speaking 
.86 Law/Politics 
.71 Leadership Style 
11. Mathematics .79 Investigative .89 Math 
.67 Science 
12. Teaching/ 
Education 
.84 Social .92 Teaching 
.68 Social Service 
.54 Work Style 
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Table 12.2 (continued) 
SII Scales 
CAm Factors GOTs BISs PSSs 
13. Special Needs 
People 
.55 Social .66 Medical Service 
.52 Social Service 
14. Adventurous .58 Law/Politics 
.53 Public Speaking 
.62 Leadership Style 
.59 Risk Taking/ 
Adventure 
.59 Learning Envir 
15. Medical -
technical support 
.69 Medical Service 
.55 Office Services 
16. Public Speaking .77 Public Speaking .72 Leadership Style 
17. Statistics & 
Finance 
.71 Conventional .80 Data Management 
.75 Mathematics 
18. Fine Arts .64 Artistic .61 Writing 
.60 Art 
.56 Music/Dramatics 
.73 Learning Envir 
19. Health/Social 
Science 
.51 Social Service 
.43 Medical Service 
20. Unclear .49 Public Speaking 
.43 Mechanical Activ 
.49 Work Style 
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Table 13.2 
Correlation of HAm-100 Factors with Strong Interest Inventory Scales 
SII Scales 
HAm-100 Factors GOTs BISs PSSs 
1. Business/Sales .86 Enterprising 
.62 Conventional 
.84 Org Management 
.82 Merchandising 
.68 Sales 
.62 Office Services 
2. Writing/ 
Literature 
.76 Artistic .93 Writing 
.61 Music/Dramatics 
.73 Learning Envir 
3. Mathematics .77 Investigative .83 Math 
.70 Science 
.60 Mechanical Activ 
4. Military 
Activities 
.92 Military Activities 
5. Nature Activities .74 Realistic .83 Nature 
.72 Agriculture 
.61 Mechanical Activ 
6. Creative Arts .74 Artistic .82 Applied Art 
.79 Art 
.63 Music/Dramatics 
7. Politics .83 Law/Politics 
.70 Public Speaking 
.64 Leadership Style 
8. Medical - science 
& service 
.59 Investigative .83 Medical Science 
.82 Medical Service 
9. Athletics .90 Athletics 
10. Entertaining .61 Artistic .70 Culinary Arts 
.60 Art 
.60 Music/Dramatics 
.57 Social Service 
.61 Work Style 
11. Teaching/ 
Education 
.83 Social .90 Teaching 
.68 Social Service 
.57 Work Style 
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Table 13.2 (continued) 
SII Scales 
HAm-100 Factors GOTs BISs PSSs 
12. Special Needs 
People 
.54 Social .63 Medical Service 
.52 Social Service 
13. Medical -
technical support 
.46 Conventional .64 Medical Service 
.57 Office Services 
14. Science/ 
Research 
.84 Investigative .87 Science 
.56 Medical Science 
.50 Learning Envir 
15. Public Speaking .77 Public Speaking .73 Leadership Style 
.53 Learning Envir 
16. Adventurous .50 Artistic .51 Music/Dramatics .51 Learning Envir 
.49 Risk Taking/ 
Adventure 
.47 Leadership Style 
17. Fine Arts .62 Artistic .60 Art 
.57 Writing 
.66 Learning Envir 
18. Statistics .70 Conventional .75 Data Management 
.69 Mathematics 
19. Social Science .57 Social 
.53 Artistic 
.72 Social Service 
.55 Writing 
.52 Leadership Style 
.51 Learning Envir 
20. Unclear 
21. Adventurous 
subset 
.42 Enterprising 
.50 Law/Politics 
.54 Data Management 
.45 Sales 
.41 Athletics 
.40 Law/Politics 
.40 Military Activities 
.48 Risk Taking/ 
Adventure 
22. Unclear .48 Enterprising .56 Public Speaking 
.52 Law/Politics 
.46 Merchandising 
.44 Music/Dramatics 
23. Civil Service .58 Social .70 Public Speaking 
.62 Social Service 
.65 Leadership Style 
.53 Work Style 
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Table 13.2 (continued) 
SII Scales 
HAm-100 Factors GOTs BISs PSSs 
24. Unclear 
25. Unclear .54 Artistic .55 Music/Dramatics 
.51 Writing 
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Table 14.2 
Correlation of BS-100 Factors with Factors Derived From Analysis of 100-Item Subset with 
Each Racial and Ethnic Group 
Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
BS-100 Factors AfAm-100 AsAm-100 
1. Business/ Sales .97 1. Business/Sales .96 
.60 
.57 
1. Business/Sales 
12. Performing Arts 
7. Politics/Outspokenness 
2. Mathematics .96 
.57 
4. Mathematics 
18. Statistics 
.98 
.74 
10. Mathematics 
5. Science/Research 
3. Writing/ Literature .95 
.60 
.52 
3. W riting/Literature 
15. Fine Arts 
18. Statistics 
.97 
.62 
2. Writing/Literature 
22. Academic Interests 
4. Nature/Mechanical 
Activities 
.91 2. Nature/Mechanical Act. .94 
.52 
4. Nature Activities 
9. Medical - sci & service 
5. Creative Arts .95 
.59 
.58 
.50 
9. Creative Arts 
16. Adventurous 
3. Writing/Literature 
15. Fine Arts 
.82 
.82 
12. Performing Arts 
16. Creative Arts 
6. Politics & Civil 
Service 
.92 19. Politics/Civil Service .70 
13. Outspokenness 
.67 1. Business/Sales 
.57 14. Public Speaking 
.50 16. Adventurous 
.98 
.61 
7. Politics/Outspokenness 
12. Performing Arts 
7. Military Activities .99 6. Military Act. .99 8. Military Act. 
8. Entertaining .95 
.53 
7. Entertaining 
8. Creative Arts 
.94 
.50 
3. Entertaining 
6. Medical — tech support 
9. Medical — technical 
support 
.95 5. Medical - tech support .95 6. Medical - tech support 
10. Athletics .97 10. Athletics .98 11. Athletics 
11. Special Needs 
People 
.98 8. Special Needs People .97 
.50 
13. Special Needs People 
6. Medical — tech support 
Table 14.2 (continued) 
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Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
BS-100 Factors AfAm-100 AsAm-100 
12. Medical - science .95 12. Medical - sci & service .95 9. Medical - sci/service 
& service .51 2. Nature/Mechanical Act. 
13. Teaching/ .98 11. Teaching/Education .96 14. Teaching/Education 
Education 
14. Adventurous .91 16. Adventurous .78 15. Adventurous 
15. Fine Arts .94 15. Fine Arts .87 18. Fine Arts 
.63 3. Writing/Literature .64 22. Academic Interests 
.52 20. Science/Research .63 2. Writing/Literature 
.56 16. Creative Arts 
16. Public Speaking .97 14. Public Speaking .88 19. Public Speaking 
.52 19. Politics/Civil Service .54 7. Politics/Outspokenness 
17. Health/ Social .95 17. Soc/Health/Natural Sci .79 17. Health/Social Sci 
Science .56 3. Entertaining 
18. Science/ Research .86 20. Science/Research .95 5. Science/Research 
19. Unclear .62 22. Unclear .61 12. Performing Arts 
-.58 20. Mechanical Act. 
Table 14.2 (continued) 
112 
Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
BS-100 Factors CAm-100 HAm-100 
1. Business/ Sales .99 1. Business/Sales 
.53 10. Politics/Civil Service 
-.51 20. Unclear 
.89 1. Business/Sales 
.58 20. Unclear 
.58 22. Unclear 
.51 21. Adventurous subset 
2. Mathematics .96 11. Mathematics 
.68 17. Statistics/Finance 
.66 6. Science/Research 
.92 3. Mathematics 
.63 18. Statistics 
.61 14. Science/Research 
3. Writing/ Literature .99 2.Writing/Literature 
.64 18. Fine Arts 
.95 2. Writing/Literature 
.57 17. Fine arts 
.53 19. Social Science 
4. Nature/Mechanical 
Activities 
.99 3. Nature Act. 
.53 6. Science/Research 
.51 9. Medical — sci/service 
.93 5. Nature Activities 
.53 8. Medical - sci & service 
5. Creative Arts .99 4. Creative Arts 
.53 14. Adventurous 
.51 2. Writing/Literature 
.83 6. Creative Arts 
.60 2. Writing/Literature 
.59 22. Unclear 
.54 16. Adventurous 
6. Politics & Civil 
Service 
.98 10. Politics/Civil Service 
.64 14. Adventurous 
.61 1. Business/Sales 
.59 16. Public Speaking 
.87 7. Politics 
.69 23. Civil Service 
.59 15. Public Speaking 
.51 22. Unclear 
7. Military Activities 1.00 7. Military Act. .97 4. Military Act. 
8. Entertaining .98 5. Entertaining 
.55 19. Health/Social Sci 
.52 13. Special Needs People 
.89 10. Entertaining 
-.54 20. Unclear 
9. Medical — technical 
support 
.97 15. Medical - tech support .94 13. Medical - tech support 
10. Athletics .99 8. Athletics 
.51 9. Medical - sci/service 
.97 9. Athletics 
11. Special Needs 
People 
.99 13. Special Needs People .97 12. Special Needs People 
Table 14.2 (continued) 
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Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
BS-100 Factors CAm-100 HAm-100 
12. Medical - science 
& service 
.99 
.51 
9. Medical - sci & service 
3. Nature Act. 
.87 8. Medical - sci/service 
.50 14. Science/Research 
13. Teaching/ 
Education 
.99 12. Teaching/Education .97 11. Teaching/Education 
.58 19. Social Science 
.56 23. Civil Service 
14. Adventurous .95 
.51 
14. Adventurous 
4. Creative Arts 
.91 16. Adventurous 
.57 7. Politics 
15. Fine Arts .97 
.61 
.53 
18. Fine Arts 
2. Writing/Literature 
19. Health/Social Sci 
.90 17. Fine Arts 
.63 2. Writing/Literature 
16. Public Speaking .99 
.53 
16. Public Speaking 
10. Politics/Civil Service 
.96 15. Public Speaking 
.59 23. Civil Service 
17. Health/ Social 
Science 
.93 
.52 
19. Health/Social Sci 
5. Entertaining 
.70 19. Social Science 
.65 10. Entertaining 
.63 25. Unclear 
.55 8. Medical - sci/service 
18. Science/ Research .94 
.54 
6. Science/Research 
17. Statistics/Finance 
.95 14. Science/Research 
.56 18. Statistics 
19. Unclear -.93 20. Unclear .53 2. Writing 
-.53 3. Mathematics 
-.53 24. Unclear 
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Table 15.2 
Median Correlations of Highest Correlated Factors in Bivariate Correlation Analyses of 
Factor Scale Sets 
Factor Set 
Factor Set 
BS-100 AfAm-100 AsAm-100 CAm-100 
AfAm-100 .95 
AsAm-100 .95 .87 
CAm-100 .99 .94 .93 
HAm-100 .89 .85 .88 .89 
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Table 16.2 
List of Factors as Matched for Analysis of the Total Correspondence of the Factor Scales 
Factor Scale Set 
BS-100 AfAm-100 AsAm-100 CAm-100 HAm-100 
1. Business/ 
Sales 
1. Business/ 
Sales 
1. Business/ 
Sales 
1. Business/ 
Sales 
1. Business/ 
Sales 
2. Mathematics 4. Mathematics 
18. Statistics 
10. Mathe­
matics 
11. Mathe­
matics 
17. Statistics/ 
Finance 
3. Mathematics 
18. Statistics 
3. Writing/ 
Literature 
3.Writing/ 
Literature 
2. Writing/ 
Literature 
2.Writing/ 
Literature 
2. Writing/ 
Literature 
4. Nature/ 
Mechanical 
Activities 
2. Nature/ 
Mechanical Act. 
4. Nature 
Activities 
20. Mechanical 
Activities 
3. Nature 
Activities 
5. Nature 
Activities 
5. Creative Arts 9. Creative Arts 12. Performing 
Arts 
16. Creative 
Arts 
4. Creative Arts 6. Creative Arts 
6. Politics/ Civil 
Service 
19. Politics/ 
Civil Service 
13. Outspoken­
ness 
7. Politics/ 
Outspokenness 
10. Politics/ 
Civil Service 
7. Politics 
23. Civil Service 
7. Military 
Activities 
6. Military 
Activities 
8. Military 
Activities 
7. Military 
Activities 
4. Military 
Activities 
8. Entertaining 7. Entertaining 3. Entertaining 5. Entertaining 10. Entertaining 
9. Medical -
technical 
support 
5. Medical -
technical 
support 
6. Medical -
technical 
support 
15. Medical -
technical 
support 
13. Medical -
technical 
support 
10. Athletics 10. Athletics 11. Athletics 8. Athletics 9. Athletics 
Table 16.2 (continued) 
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Factor Scale Set 
BS-100 AfAm-100 AsAm-100 CAm-100 HAm-100 
11. Special 
Needs People 
8. Special Needs 
People 
13. Special 
Needs People 
13. Special 
Needs People 
12. Special 
Needs People 
12. Medical -
science/ service 
12. Medical -
science/ service 
9. Medical — 
science/service 
9. Medical — 
science/ service 
8. Medical -
science/ service 
13. Teaching/ 
Education 
11. Teaching/ 
Education 
14. Teaching/ 
Education 
12. Teaching/ 
Education 
11. Teaching/ 
Education 
14. Adventur­
ous 
16. Adventur­
ous 
15. Adventur­
ous 
14. Adventur­
ous 
16. Adventur­
ous 
21. Adventur­
ous subset 
15. Fine Arts 15. Fine Arts 18. Fine Arts 
22. Academic 
Interests 
18. Fine Arts 17. Fine Arts 
16. Public 
Speaking 
14. Public 
Speaking 
19. Public 
Speaking 
16. Public 
Speaking 
15. Public 
Speaking 
17. Health/ 
Social Science 
17. Social/ 
Health/ Natural 
Science 
17. Health/ 
Social Science 
19. Health/ 
Social Science 
19. Social 
Science 
18. Science/ 
Research 
20. Science/ 
Research 
5. Science/ 
Research 
6. Science/ 
Research 
14. Science/ 
Research 
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Table 17.2 
Total Correspondence Coefficients of Factor Scale Set Using Matched Factors 
Factor Set 
Factor Set 
BS-100 AfAm-100 AsAm-100 CAm-100 
AfAm-100 .94 
AsAm-100 .92 .88 
CAm-100 .96 .91 .86 
HAm-100 .89 .88 .86 .88 
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Table 18.2 
Discriminant Function Analysis Predictions of Job Family bv BS-100 Factors. BISs. and 
GOTs using Balanced Sample and Each Racial and Ethnic Group 
Cross-
No. of Validated 
Interest Scale Set Wilks's %of significant Direct hits 
Racial/Ethnic Group n lambda variance dimensions (%) 
BS-100 Factors 
Balanced Sample 3087 .234 76.6 11 33.4 
African American 805 .216 78.4 7 29.1 
Asian American 795 .205 79.5 7 30.8 
Caucasian American 800 .164 83.6 8 33.5 
Hispanic American 687 .163 83.7 7 32.2 
BISs 
Balanced Sample 3087 .195 80.5 12 35.9 
African American 805 .157 84.3 8 30.7 
Asian American 795 .161 83.9 8 32.5 
Caucasian American 800 .131 86.9 8 32.3 
Hispanic American 687 .129 87.1 7 32.5 
GOTs 
Balanced Sample 3087 .452 54.8 6 23.5 
African American 805 .457 54.3 4 22.7 
Asian American 795 .493 50.7 4 18.9 
Caucasian American 800 .403 59.7 5 24.3 
Hispanic American 687 .369 63.1 5 23.1 
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Balanced Sairple 
African American 
Asian American 
Caucasian American 
Hispanic American 
40 60 
Variance Accounted For (%) 
Balanced Sample 
African American 
Asian American 
Caucasian American 
Hispanic American 
10 20 30 
Cross-Validated Direct Hits (%) 
40 50 
I BS-100 Factors El BISs I GOTs 
Figure 1. Comparison of the amount of variance accounted for and cross-validated direct hit 
rates for each interest scale set by racial-ethnic group. 
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Table 19.2 
Chi-SQuared Tests of Differences Between Cross-Validated Direct Hit Rates of the BS-100 
Factors. BISs. and GOTs for the Balanced Sample and Each Racial and Ethnic Group 
Racial/Ethnic Group 
Scales Compared n Chi-square df g 
Balanced Sample 
BS-lOOxBISxGOT 3087 124.27 2 <001 
BS-100xBIS 3087 4.26 1 <.050 
BS-lOOxGOT 3087 74.32 1 <001 
BISxGOT 3087 113.67 1 <001 
African American 
BS-1 OOxBISxGOT 805 14.47 2 <001 
BS-100xBIS 805 0.49 1 >.100 
BS-lOOxGOT 805 8.59 1 <.005 
BISxGOT 805 13.16 1 <001 
Asian American 
BS-1 OOxBISxGOT 795 43.89 2 <001 
BS-100xBIS 795 0.53 1 >.100 
BS-lOOxGOT 795 30.14 1 <001 
BISxGOT 795 38.50 1 <001 
Caucasian American 
BS-1 OOxBISxGOT 800 19.05 2 <001 
BS-100xBIS 800 0.26 1 >.100 
BS-lOOxGOT 800 16.48 1 <001 
BISxGOT 800 12.62 1 <001 
Hispanic American 
BS-1 OOxBISxGOT 687 18.94 2 <001 
BS-100xBIS 687 0.01 1 >.100 
BS-lOOxGOT 687 14.22 1 <001 
BISxGOT 687 15.12 1 <001 
121 
Table 20.2 
Chi-squared Tests of Differences Between Cross-Validated Direct Hit Rates of the Balanced 
Sample and Each Racial and Ethnic Group for the BS-100 Factors. BISs. and GOTs 
Interest Scale 
Groups Compared n Chi-square df g 
BS-100 Factors 
BSxAfamxAsamxCamxHam 6174 6.80 4 >100 
BISs 
BSxAfamxAsamxCamxHam 6174 11.48 4 <025 
BSxAfam 3892 7.61 1 <010 
BSxAsam 3882 3.20 1 <100 
BSxCam 3887 3.61 1 <010 
BSxHam 3774 3.02 1 <100 
AfamxAsam 1600 0.60 1 >100 
AfamxCam 1605 0.48 1 >100 
AfamxHam 1492 0.50 1 >100 
AsamxCam 1595 0.01 1 >100 
AsamxHam 1482 0.00 1 >100 
CamxHam 1487 0.00 1 >100 
GOTs 
BSxAfamxAsamxCamxHam 6174 8.76 4 <100 
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GENERAL CONCLUSION 
The purpose of this study was to examine the structure and validity of several 
different vocational interest scales with different racial and ethnic groups in the United 
States. The specific scales to be examined included a new set of item-based factor scales, 
and the BISs and GOTs of the Strong Interest Inventory. The first portion of the study 
focused on the development and description of the factor scales. The factors were developed 
via factor analysis of subset of 100 items from the SII with each of four different racial and 
ethnic groups - African American, Asian American, Caucasian American, and Hispanic 
American — and the combined balanced sample. The resultant factors were named based on 
their item content and compared with the BISs, GOTs, and PSSs of the SO. The scales were 
also compared with one another in order to examine the similarities and differences between 
the vocational interests uncovered in the factor scales of each group. 
The final portion of the study focused on testing and comparing the concurrent 
predictive validity of the factor scales, the BISs, and the GOTs. Multivariate discriminant 
analysis methods were used to determine the significance of each interest scale set in the 
assessment of occupational outcome, as measured by concurrent membership in one of 13 
job families. This criterion-related validity, measured in terms of the percent of variance 
accounted for and the percentage of direct hits (i.e., correct predictions), was compared 
across the interest scales within the balanced sample and each racial and ethnic group, and 
across the racial and ethnic groups for each interest scale set. The following discussion, 
therefore, addresses 1) the factor scale vocational interest structure among and across the 
racial and ethnic groups and 2) the results of the concurrent predictive validity analysis of the 
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different interest scale sets. The discussion will conclude with information regarding the 
limitations and counseling/research implications of this study. 
Factor Scale Interest Structure 
While Holland's (1997) model has remained both popular and useful in vocational 
counseling and research, several recent research studies have begun to explore a variety of 
other interests scales in an attempt to learn more about the specificity of vocational interests 
that may be missed when using measures of the popular RLASEC scales (Donnay & Borgen, 
1997; Lindley et al., 2000). In a study by Lindley et al. (2000) item-based factor scales were 
developed from the SII using the inventories 317 items and the general reference sample, the 
normative group of the SU. As these factor scales were shown to be a useful modality for 
exploring the specificity of vocational interests, a similar method was used to develop and 
examine the item-based factor scale interest structure of the groups in this study. This 
allowed for an in depth look at any similarities and/or differences that existed among the 
specific interest scales of each racial and ethnic group. The comparison of the factor scales, 
derived on the balanced sample and separate racial and ethnic groups, showed a high degree 
of similarity between the factor scale interest structures of the different groups examined. 
Each of the samples produced between 18-21 definable factor scales, the majority of 
which were highly similar among the groups. Variation among the groups tended to result 
from one factor in one group splitting into two factors in another group. For example, based 
on correlation data, the Performing Arts and Creative Arts factors in the AsAm-100 factor 
scale set corresponded to a single Creative Arts factor in the other factor scale sets. These 
variations, although slight, may provide some insight into the nuances of how different 
groups view specific interest areas in the world of work. Given the small magnitude of the 
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differences between the factor scale sets, however, this study supports the assumption that all 
people view the world of work similarly that underlies many vocational interest theories (see 
Holland, 1985). 
One interesting finding was that the factor scales derived using the Hispanic 
American sample appeared to be even more specific than the other factor scale sets. This 
observation was based on the fact that the factor analysis with the Hispanic American group 
initially extracted the greatest number of factors and that the 21 definable factor scales that 
resulted from the analysis tended to correlate slightly lower with the other factor scale sets in 
bivariate correlation and congruence comparisons. Still, the correlations were high and 
indicated a great deal of similarity between all of the factor scale sets examined in this study. 
The resulting conclusion that the factor scale interest structures across the balanced sample, 
African American, Asian American, Caucasian American, and Hispanic American samples 
were similar supported previous research findings indicating the similarity of vocational 
interests according to Holland's RIASEC scales across a number of racial and ethnic groups 
(Day & Rounds, 1998; Fouad & Dancer, 1992; Fouad, Cudeck, & Hansen, 1984; Fouad, 
Harmon, & Borgen, 1997; Gade, Fuqua, & Hurlburt, 1984; Hansen, 1987; Hansen, S arma, 
& Collins, 1999; Lattimore & Borgen, 1999; Ryan, Tracey, & Rounds, 1996; Swanson, 
1992). 
Examination of the factor scales in comparison to the S0 content scales provided 
insight into the vocational interest among the groups. As expected, the factor scales appeared 
to indicate more specific areas of interests than the GOTs, however, there was little 
difference between the overall specificity of the BISs and the factor scales. The BISs seemed 
to measure interests more specifically in interests areas related to business and 
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computer/office-based activities while the factor scales measured interests more specifically 
in areas related to the arts. In addition, factor scale sets in different groups occasionally 
produced additional scales, such as the Statistics factor scales in several groups and the 
unique Outspokenness factor scale in the African American sample. 
Concurrent Predictive Analysis 
In order to determine whether the more specific interest scale sets provided useful 
information beyond the scope of Holland's (1997) RIASEC scales, the scale sets ability to 
predict participants' membership in their concurrent occupational job family was tested. The 
direct hit rate data ranged from 29.1% for African Americans to 33.5% for the Balanced 
Sample using the BS-100 factors scales, from 30.7% for the African Americans to 35.9% for 
the Balanced Sample using the BISs, and from 18.9% for Asian Americans to 23.5% for the 
Balanced Sample using the GOTs. These results indicated that all of the interest scale sets 
were able to predict occupational membership into the proper concurrent job family for all of 
the groups examined. In addition, while there was no significant difference between the 
prediction rat of the BS-100 factors and the BISs, both of these scales predicted occupational 
membership significantly better than the GOTs. While these results were slightly different 
than those achieved by Lindley et al. (2000) who also found that the factor scales predicted 
significantly better than the BISs, they did confirm the hypothesis that more specific sets of 
vocational interest scales provide an increased amount of information in predicting 
occupational membership. Further, this finding continues to be true across the racial and 
ethnic groups used in this study. As neither, the factor scales nor the BISs have been 
examined for predictive ability across racial and ethnic groups, this finding adds needed 
information to our knowledge of vocational interests in a multicultural context and 
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encourages further examination of the factor scales and/or the BISs in vocational counseling 
applications. 
Limitations 
One limitation of the study was the use of the 100-item subset in the study's factor 
analyses. While this was done out in or to ensure reliable factor analyses with the smaller 
sample sizes in the separate racial and ethnic samples, it appeared to greatly reduce the 
number of factors extracted as compared with previous research (see Lindley et al., 2000). 
As a result the final factor scales were not more specific than the BISs, which may explain 
why the BS-100 factors and the BISs in this study were not significantly different in terms of 
their criterion-related validity. 
Another limitation is the fact that the participants in each racial and ethnic group 
examined had a median education level of a Bachelors degree or above (Harmon et al., 
1994). As this educational level is higher than that of the population as a whole (U.S. Bureau 
of the Census, 1996), it limits the overall generalizability of these findings. The results of 
this study, therefore, are most appropriately used in reference to individuals who are in or 
seeking to be in occupations that require college education. Further research using non-
college educated samples and/or instruments specific to occupations that do not require a 
college education is necessary to fill this gap in the information. 
Lastly, another limitation to the study is that given the size of the samples, this study 
was not able to examine factor scale interest measures across gender in each of the racial and 
ethnic groups. This is unfortunate given that significant differences, when found, are more 
often associated with gender than with ethnicity. 
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Counseling and Research Implications 
This study presents several advances to the study of vocational interests in a 
multiracial/multiethnic context. First, by confirming the similarity of the factor scale 
vocational interest structures and the ability of the factor scales and the BISs to predict 
occupational membership significantly better than the GOTs across the college-educated 
racial and ethnic groups in this study, these findings support the assumption that people view 
the world of work similarly. Furthermore, the nuances of the vast similarities and fine 
distinctions in vocational interest structures across racial and ethnic groups can be more 
clearly seen in the more specific factor scales and BISs and may help to expand our 
knowledge of career development within different ethnic groups (Arbona, 1990; Carter & 
Swanson, 1990; Hansen, 1987; Holland & Gottfredson, 1992; etc.). 
Additional research into these more specific scales, of course, is needed in order to 
better understand the nuances and trends among racial and ethnic groups. Until now, the 
BISs have not been examined across racial and ethnic groups so further research into the 
utility of these scales with other multiracial/multiethnic samples is necessary to confirm the 
results of this study. Comparison of the BISs with the factor scales may also provide 
information that would help to create a more specific set of BISs, reflecting some of the 
unique interest groups found in the factor scales, for use on the SU 
This study also represents the first time that the newly developed factor scales were 
examined across racial and ethnic groups. While the results of this study were very positive 
concerning the utility of these scales, they were developed using a subset of the SIT s original 
items. Further research on the factor scales developed through analysis of the complete item 
set will add additional information to the findings of this study. The innovative use of a 
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purposefully balanced sample may provide a useful method of examining factor scales with 
the entire item sample in future studies. Results of this study consistently showed that the 
Balanced Sample performed similarly to each racial and ethnic group in both factor analyses 
and concurrent predictive analyses. This suggests that the generalizability of the balanced 
sample dervied factors was not be affected by an uneven distribution of the racial and ethnic 
groups, which is often the case in large national samples that are over 50% Caucasian 
American (see Donnay & Borgen, 1996; Lattimore & Borgen, 1999; Lindley et al., 2000; 
etc.). As a result, the balanced sample may be useful in further exploratory factor analysis of 
the entire item set. Since, the balanced sample factors could confidently be scored using 
different racial and ethnic groups, such an analysis would allow for an examination of the 
structure of the more specific factor scale interest structures across race and ethnicity. 
Predictive analyses, such as those performed in this study, could also be completed using 
balanced sample derived factor scales scored across racial and ethnic groups. This research 
would not only increase the current understanding of the factor scales across racial and ethnic 
groups, but would also provide a wealth of information into the specificity of vocational 
interests as a whole. 
In the meantime, the current findings support the use of both the SII interest scales 
and the newly developed factor scales for vocational counseling and research in a 
multicultural context. 
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APPENDIX A: 
RAW FACTOR ANALYSIS DATA 
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Table IA 
Structure Matrix of BS-100 Factors with Factor Item Content Shown in Boldface type 
BS-100 Factors 
Items l-BUS/SL 2-MATH 3-WR/LIT 4-NTR/MEC 5-CRART 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce 0.674 0.090 0.211 0.140 0.214 
50. Employment 
manager 0.613 -0.004 0.165 0.047 0.084 
23. Business teacher 0.603 0.191 0.220 0.064 0.086 
105. Public relations 
director 0.588 -0.091 0.255 0.096 0.323 
89. Office manager 0.580 0.137 0.172 0.075 0.055 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 0.541 0.118 0.198 0.032 0.222 
54. Financial analyst 0.532 0.418 0.149 0.168 0.146 
110. Retailer 0.516 0.115 0.113 0.163 0.221 
107. Realtor 0.506 0.115 0.047 0.203 0.179 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise 0.494 -0.063 0.101 0.048 0.255 
75. Life insurance 
agent 0.390 0.095 0.067 0.119 0.069 
104. Psychologist 0.360 0.057 0.257 0.162 0.350 
151. Geometry 0.071 0.786 0.080 0.208 0.111 
138. Algebra 0.082 0.769 0.030 0.126 0.035 
165. Physics 0.062 0.680 0.057 0.268 0.129 
122. Statistician 0.341 0.547 0.161 0.180 0.033 
191. Making 
statistical charts 0.269 0.521 0.184 0.151 0.012 
148. Computer 
science 0.264 0.511 0.138 0.147 0.054 
150. English 
composition/W riting 0.141 0.041 0.686 0.045 0.290 
156. Literature 0.110 0.043 0.674 0.123 0.373 
46. Editor 0.351 0.118 0.666 0.159 0.377 
60. Free-lance writer 0.213 0.095 0.654 0.254 0.520 
180. Writing reports 0.223 0.096 0.582 -0.020 0.078 
85. Newspaper 
reporter 0.399 0.027 0.562 0.220 0.499 
74. Librarian 0.185 0.100 0.412 0.213 0.176 
59. Forest ranger 0.064 0.166 0.052 0.772 0.301 
Table 1A (continued) 
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BS-100 Factors 
Items l-BUS/SL 2-MATH 3-WR/LIT 4-NTR/MEC 5-CRART 
106. Rancher 0.186 0.179 0.057 0.672 0.279 
161. Nature study 0.013 0.178 0.110 0.580 0.289 
201. Cabinetmaking 0.064 0.322 0.049 0.514 0.319 
244. Camping -0.012 0.140 -0.017 0.488 0.160 
143. Botany 0.088 0.328 0.130 0.479 0.265 
22. Building 
contractor 0.384 0.259 -0.030 0.401 0.207 
115. Sculptor 0.110 0.161 0.306 0.377 0.708 
26. Cartoonist 0.141 0.153 0.257 0.372 0.619 
136. Acting 0.209 -0.093 0.258 0.092 0.580 
141. Art -0.003 0.043 0.282 0.165 0.568 
128. TV announcer 0.458 -0.026 0.222 0.118 0.508 
40. Dance teacher 0.180 -0.023 0.189 0.124 0.481 
249. Organizing a 
play 0.273 0.019 0.348 0.081 0.463 
263. Musical 
geniuses 0.125 0.068 0.223 0.064 0.380 
100. Politician 0.458 0.061 0.175 0.151 0.225 
231. Electioneering 
for office 0.394 0.100 0.167 0.092 0.197 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.403 0.028 0.248 0.110 0.215 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.258 0.073 0.366 0.101 0.186 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.172 0.036 0.196 0.032 0.133 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.170 0.076 0.203 0.018 0.133 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.293 0.029 0.122 0.074 0.153 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.372 0.126 0.320 0.301 0.372 
202. Bargaining 0.284 0.003 0.049 0.174 0.225 
219. Living in a city 0.181 -0.013 0.123 -0.170 0.146 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.252 0.125 -0.024 0.215 0.096 
Table 1A (continued) 
132 
BS-100 Factors 
Items l-BUS/SL 2-MATH 3-WR/LIT 4-NTR/MEC 5-CRART 
196. Drilling soldiers 0.287 0.127 -0.010 0.250 0.112 
159. Military drill 0.250 0.198 -0.017 0.263 0.070 
99. Police officer 0.299 0.103 -0.024 0.379 0.166 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers 0.081 -0.045 0.196 0.065 0.322 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store 0.201 -0.119 0.137 -0.107 0.223 
245. Preparing 
dinner for guests 0.110 -0.050 0.132 0.053 0.169 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat 0.115 0.033 0.092 0.136 0.190 
133. X-Ray 
technician 0.243 0.193 -0.078 0.271 0.149 
42. Dental assistant 0.242 0.108 -0.007 0.173 0.139 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly 0.187 0.095 0.040 0.217 0.098 
108. Receptionist 0.343 0.041 0.124 0.116 0.114 
72. Laboratory 
technician 0.255 0.342 0.027 0.327 0.161 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.166 0.118 -0.057 0.223 0.188 
164. Physical 
education 0.178 0.096 -0.049 0.276 0.205 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.241 0.147 0.026 0.155 0.159 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper 0.215 0.127 0.018 0.206 0.063 
221. Golf 0.211 0.145 0.010 0.236 0.182 
264. Physically 
disabled people 0.081 0.019 0.120 0.092 0.094 
259. Physically sick 
people 0.057 0.053 0.053 0.082 0.064 
261. Very old people 0.096 0.009 0.079 0.092 0.063 
124. Surgeon 0.274 0.306 0.037 0.311 0.309 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.044 0.180 -0.043 0.296 0.193 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.114 0.160 -0.040 0.317 0.190 
Table 1A (continued) 
133 
BS-100 Factors 
Items l-BUS/SL 2-MATH 3-WR/LIT 4-NTR/MEC 5-CRART 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.093 0.136 -0.022 0.348 0.211 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.387 0.070 0.040 0.344 0.322 
49. Elementary 
school teacher 0.225 0.036 0.158 0.156 0.178 
112. School principal 0.512 0.142 0.194 0.183 0.202 
188. Teaching adults 0.252 0.105 0.306 0.088 0.129 
251. High school 
students 0.218 0.061 0.132 0.122 0.117 
33. College professor 0.276 0.184 0.388 0.116 0.176 
206. Taking care of 
children 0.083 0.049 0.100 0.090 0.134 
269. People who live 
dangerously 0.113 0.063 0.077 0.268 0.292 
255. Nonconformists 0.000 0.068 0.357 0.145 0.327 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.158 0.084 0.156 0.142 0.246 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas 0.135 0.058 0.241 0.021 0.179 
15. Auto racer 0.171 0.137 -0.048 0.361 0.303 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts 0.113 -0.027 0.106 0.036 0.326 
232. Art galleries 0.040 0.054 0.382 0.099 0.433 
234. Symphony 
concerts 0.045 0.129 0.313 0.122 0.298 
242. Attending 
lectures 0.155 0.141 0.387 0.062 0.177 
169. Public speaking 0.326 0.000 0.354 -0.002 0.252 
175. Making a 
speech 0.224 0.007 0.324 -0.030 0.157 
152. Health 
education 0.173 0.094 0.061 0.171 0.163 
166. Physiology 0.139 0.373 0.080 0.313 0.215 
171. Sociology 0.307 0.027 0.361 0.137 0.259 
114. Scientific 
research worker 0.146 0.501 0.174 0.372 0.265 
Table 1A (continued) 
134 
BS-100 Factors 
Items l-BUS/SL 2-MATH 3-WR/LIT 4-NTR/MEC 5-CRART 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments 0.000 0.531 0.001 0.360 0.216 
113. Scientific 
illustrator 0.210 0.446 0.197 0.429 0.445 
176. Doing research 
work 0.096 0.296 0.386 0.098 0.059 
9. Astronomer 0.100 0.357 0.141 0.413 0.302 
240. Popular 
mechanics 
magazines 0.113 0.339 -0.091 0.360 0.069 
Table 1A (continued) 
135 
BS-100 Factors 
Items 6-POL/CIV 7-MILIT 8-ENTR 9-MEDTEC 10-ATHL 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce 0.519 0.229 0.001 0.135 0.223 
50. Employment 
manager 0.340 0.209 0.140 0.257 0.194 
23. Business teacher 0.252 0.195 0.000 0.102 0.242 
105. Public relations 
director 0.474 0.171 0.163 0.137 0.220 
89. Office manager 0.251 0.206 0.104 0.333 0.177 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 0.401 0.203 -0.092 -0.022 0.235 
54. Financial analyst 0.235 0.146 -0.101 0.110 0.258 
110. Retailer 0.211 0.160 0.211 0.371 0.168 
107. Realtor 0.256 0.208 0.113 0.322 0.228 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise 0.186 0.090 0.312 0.162 0.117 
75. Life insurance 
agent 0.230 0.220 0.042 0.309 0.190 
104. Psychologist 0.281 0.112 0.027 0.136 0.061 
151. Geometry 0.060 0.098 -0.126 0.046 0.078 
138. Algebra 0.056 0.064 -0.110 0.035 0.085 
165. Physics 0.110 0.140 -0.226 0.069 0.128 
122. Statistician 0.145 0.188 -0.084 0.241 0.214 
191. Making 
statistical charts 0.192 0.200 0.004 0.138 0.195 
148. Computer 
science 0.087 0.136 -0.101 0.125 0.141 
150. English 
composition/W riting 0.214 -0.032 0.122 -0.036 -0.051 
156. Literature 0.249 -0.059 0.124 0.004 -0.073 
46. Editor 0.309 0.012 -0.039 -0.002 0.013 
60. Free-lance 
writer 0.260 -0.005 -0.030 -0.001 0.005 
180. Writing reports 0.296 0.089 0.111 0.013 0.048 
85. Newspaper 
reporter 0.391 0.079 -0.052 0.102 0.111 
74. Librarian 0.095 -0.022 0.091 0.330 -0.107 
59. Forest ranger 0.076 0.210 -0.108 0.203 0.202 
106. Rancher 0.161 0.220 -0.077 0.182 0.254 
Table 1A (continued) 
136 
BS-100 Factors 
Items 6-POL/CIV 7-MILIT 8-ENTR 9-MEDTEC 10-ATHL 
161. Nature study 0.050 0.065 0.129 0.143 0.092 
201. Cabinetmaking 0.078 0.175 0.013 0.192 0.185 
244. Camping 0.085 0.163 0.048 0.148 0.233 
143. Botany 0.096 0.056 0.068 0.174 0.057 
22. Building 
contractor 0.217 0.256 -0.133 0.144 0.311 
115. Sculptor 0.186 0.009 0.086 0.078 0.031 
26. Cartoonist 0.140 0.082 0.011 0.089 0.139 
136. Acting 0.276 0.079 0.152 0.040 0.137 
141. Art 0.100 -0.062 0.260 0.035 -0.039 
128. TV announcer 0.399 0.154 0.033 0.130 0.277 
40. Dance teacher 0.111 0.031 0.340 0.216 0.044 
249. Organizing a 
play 0.421 0.120 0.252 0.114 0.128 
263. Musical 
geniuses 0.170 0.019 0.114 0.030 0.069 
100. Politician 0.676 0.261 -0.163 0.005 0.232 
231. Electioneering 
for office 0.643 0.263 0.021 0.115 0.270 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.606 0.171 0.163 0.054 0.222 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.603 0.124 -0.097 -0.093 0.184 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.467 0.110 -0.004 -0.058 0.120 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.460 0.127 -0.046 -0.030 0.160 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.428 0.148 0.283 0.198 0.258 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.377 0.206 -0.119 0.069 0.103 
202. Bargaining 0.333 0.149 0.221 0.155 0.273 
219. Living in a city 0.206 0.028 0.132 0.026 0.097 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.239 0.865 -0.073 0.219 0.289 
Table 1A (continued) 
137 
BS-100 Factors 
Items 6-POL/CIV 7-MILIT 8-ENTR 9-MEDTEC 10-ATHL 
196. Drilling 
soldiers 0.280 0.857 -0.105 0.222 0.340 
159. Military drill 0.228 0.821 -0.060 0.262 0.319 
99. Police officer 0.291 0.516 -0.121 0.289 0.322 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers 0.052 -0.127 0.625 0.218 -0.144 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store 0.078 -0.067 0.515 0.183 0.021 
245. Preparing 
dinner for guests 0.153 0.001 0.449 0.138 0.081 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat 0.062 0.029 0.445 0.250 0.117 
133. X-Ray 
technician 0.081 0.276 0.100 0.623 0.216 
42. Dental assistant 0.109 0.197 0.191 0.591 0.150 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly 0.135 0.205 0.181 0.585 0.136 
108. Receptionist 0.097 0.108 0.278 0.562 0.047 
72. Laboratory 
technician 0.105 0.243 -0.018 0.544 0.158 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.239 0.234 0.072 0.086 0.668 
164. Physical 
education 0.143 0.268 0.149 0.210 0.636 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.339 0.251 0.066 0.050 0.636 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper 0.209 0.242 -0.158 0.086 0.604 
221. Golf 0.182 0.139 -0.090 0.018 0.380 
264. Physically 
disabled people 0.165 0.078 0.255 0.232 0.106 
259. Physically sick 
people 0.133 0.112 0.238 0.288 0.080 
261. Very old 
people 0.168 0.095 0.272 0.239 0.128 
124. Surgeon 0.246 0.216 -0.153 0.181 0.216 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.132 0.192 0.040 0.236 0.197 
Table 1A (continued) 
138 
BS-100 Factors 
Items 6-POL/CIV 7-MILIT 8-ENTR 9-MEDTEC 10-ATHL 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.199 0.279 0.299 0.413 0.301 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.146 0.252 0.284 0.404 0.284 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.349 0.413 -0.151 0.143 0.322 
49. Elementary 
school teacher 0.191 0.063 0.252 0.315 0.145 
112. School 
principal 0.416 0.215 -0.006 0.228 0.210 
188. Teaching 
adults 0.251 0.114 0.080 0.043 0.105 
251. High school 
students 0.255 0.130 0.135 0.173 0.261 
33. College 
professor 0.236 0.045 -0.150 -0.082 0.035 
206. Taking care of 
children 0.177 0.033 0.396 0.253 0.223 
269. People who 
live dangerously 0.199 0.165 -0.070 -0.015 0.188 
255. 
Nonconformists 0.234 -0.057 0.042 -0.072 -0.056 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.251 0.058 0.077 -0.020 0.210 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas 0.289 0.019 0.071 -0.048 0.023 
15. Auto racer 0.158 0.275 -0.200 0.057 0.338 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts 0.181 0.020 0.196 0.023 0.224 
232. Art galleries 0.201 -0.103 0.256 0.024 -0.085 
234. Symphony 
concerts 0.137 -0.076 0.139 -0.004 -0.073 
242. Attending 
lectures 0.296 0.009 0.135 0.047 -0.020 
169. Public 
speaking 0.468 0.150 0.072 -0.046 0.164 
175. Making a 
speech 0.434 0.136 0.007 -0.099 0.121 
Table 1A (continued) 
139 
BS-100 Factors 
Items 6-POL/CIV 7-MILIT 8-ENTR 9-MEDTEC 10-ATHL 
152. Health 
education 0.128 0.143 0.337 0.308 0.263 
166. Physiology 0.152 0.123 0.040 0.205 0.189 
171. Sociology 0.333 0.097 0.185 0.167 0.088 
114. Scientific 
research worker 0.133 0.113 -0.176 0.208 0.090 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments 0.085 0.186 -0.119 0.122 0.143 
113. Scientific 
illustrator 0.165 0.143 -0.103 0.224 0.110 
176. Doing research 
work 0.186 0.065 0.009 0.019 0.015 
9. Astronomer 0.118 0.094 -0.231 0.025 0.112 
240. Popular 
mechanics 
magazines 0.111 0.330 -0.200 0.132 0.275 
Table 1A (continued) 
140 
BS-100 Factors 
Items 11-SPNDP 12-MEDS/S 13-TCH/EDU 14-ADV 15-FN ART 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce 0.120 0.194 0.286 0.082 0.040 
50. Employment 
manager 0.239 0.094 0.388 -0.009 -0.068 
23. Business teacher 0.046 0.130 0.348 0.022 -0.039 
105. Public relations 
director 0.204 0.130 0.317 0.141 0.047 
89. Office manager 0.142 0.094 0.250 -0.058 -0.045 
36. Corporation 
lawyer -0.015 0.310 0.179 0.194 0.016 
54. Financial analyst -0.054 0.278 0.084 0.041 0.045 
110. Retailer 0.168 0.131 0.172 -0.015 0.016 
107. Realtor 0.138 0.217 0.135 -0.012 -0.007 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise 0.100 0.067 0.118 0.069 -0.006 
75. Life insurance 
agent 0.125 0.134 0.119 -0.083 -0.011 
104. Psychologist 0.120 0.248 0.266 0.192 0.194 
151. Geometry -0.022 0.266 0.103 0.083 0.190 
138. Algebra -0.017 0.222 0.109 0.036 0.140 
165. Physics 0.006 0.341 0.072 0.109 0.217 
122. Statistician 0.025 0.211 0.091 -0.095 0.043 
191. Making 
statistical charts 0.052 0.183 0.088 -0.036 0.049 
148. Computer 
science 0.023 0.174 0.105 0.014 0.095 
150. English 
composition/^ riting 0.143 -0.010 0.224 0.193 0.352 
156. Literature 0.130 -0.006 0.234 0.242 0.510 
46. Editor 0.027 0.088 0.250 0.163 0.331 
60. Free-lance writer 0.046 0.106 0.189 0.302 0.348 
180. Writing reports 0.156 -0.011 0.214 0.085 0.189 
85. Newspaper 
reporter 0.045 0.165 0.223 0.261 0.232 
74. Librarian 0.136 -0.017 0.239 -0.053 0.351 
59. Forest ranger 0.034 0.320 0.095 0.182 0.083 
106. Rancher 0.061 0.342 0.078 0.166 0.018 
161. Nature study 0.143 0.179 0.083 0.060 0.305 
141 
Table 1A (continued) 
Items 
BS-100 Factors 
11-SPNDP 12-MEDS/S 13-TCH/EDU 14-ADV 15-FNART 
201. Cabinetmaking 0.050 0.309 0.007 0.113 0.098 
244. Camping 0.102 0.247 0.123 0.144 0.009 
143. Botany 0.138 0.288 0.131 0.039 0.340 
22. Building 
contractor -0.003 0.360 0.065 0.087 -0.087 
115. Sculptor 0.055 0.249 0.084 0.284 0.387 
26. Cartoonist 0.042 0.226 0.117 0.243 0.197 
136. Acting 0.081 0.108 0.154 0.296 0.201 
141. Art 0.078 0.026 0.054 0.209 0.456 
128. TV announcer 0.061 0.244 0.207 0.199 0.060 
40. Dance teacher 0.161 0.085 0.235 0.166 0.186 
249. Organizing a 
play 0.259 0.120 0.304 0.235 0.259 
263. Musical 
geniuses 0.240 0.130 0.144 0.324 0.356 
100. Politician 0.035 0.287 0.198 0.175 0.016 
231. Electioneering 
for office 0.156 0.213 0.221 0.122 0.077 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.269 0.125 0.343 0.135 0.125 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.041 0.141 0.184 0.305 0.203 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.069 0.098 0.159 0.337 0.085 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.023 0.191 0.145 0.404 0.085 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.356 0.103 0.272 0.050 0.000 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.011 0.294 0.175 0.241 0.257 
202. Bargaining 0.140 0.193 0.109 0.202 -0.006 
219. Living in a city 0.057 0.017 0.097 0.159 0.133 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.084 0.280 0.076 0.069 -0.143 
196. Drilling soldiers 0.082 0.340 0.096 0.105 -0.161 
159. Military drill 0.111 0.311 0.079 0.048 -0.128 
Table 1A (continued) 
142 
BS-100 Factors 
Items 11-SPNDP 12-MEDS/S 13-TCH/EDU 14-ADV 15-FNART 
99. Police officer 0.082 0.404 0.113 0.154 -0.229 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers 0.219 -0.054 0.130 0.000 0.298 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store 0.160 -0.069 0.117 0.069 0.164 
245. Preparing dinner 
for guests 0.223 0.025 0.189 0.117 0.117 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat 0.229 0.081 0.105 0.017 0.175 
133. X-Ray 
technician 0.176 0.383 0.103 -0.071 -0.091 
42. Dental assistant 0.211 0.247 0.174 -0.102 -0.033 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly 0.282 0.206 0.210 -0.066 -0.042 
108. Receptionist 0.244 0.022 0.226 -0.153 0.009 
72. Laboratory 
technician 0.127 0.359 0.128 -0.014 0.032 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.112 0.275 0.158 0.207 -0.122 
164. Physical 
education 0.152 0.283 0.161 0.128 -0.135 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.102 0.291 0.203 0.259 -0.111 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper 0.062 0.229 0.091 0.080 -0.089 
221. Golf -0.044 0.217 0.098 0.092 0.037 
264. Physically 
disabled people 0.759 0.140 0.276 0.077 0.098 
259. Physically sick 
people 0.721 0.199 0.218 -0.019 0.059 
261. Very old people 0.663 0.075 0.282 0.021 0.038 
124. Surgeon 0.077 0.729 0.143 0.180 0.077 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.218 0.645 0.071 0.176 0.049 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.391 0.552 0.202 0.011 -0.082 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.317 0.489 0.153 0.018 -0.032 
Table 1A (continued) 
143 
BS-100 Factors 
Items 11-SPNDP 12-MEDS/S 13-TCH/EDU 14-ADV 15-FNART 
116. Secret service 
agent -0.005 0.446 0.059 0.288 -0.117 
49. Elementary 
school teacher 0.292 0.062 0.689 -0.036 0.036 
112. School principal 0.178 0.253 0.653 0.034 0.061 
188. Teaching adults 0.213 0.119 0.559 0.155 0.205 
251. High school 
students 0.324 0.109 0.503 0.103 0.042 
33. College professor 0.015 0.182 0.474 0.183 0.311 
206. Taking care of 
children 0.370 0.044 0.453 -0.006 0.006 
269. People who live 
dangerously 0.011 0.253 0.054 0.556 0.085 
255. Nonconformists 0.107 0.029 0.108 0.500 0.413 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.024 0.147 0.111 0.405 0.121 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas 0.183 0.095 0.137 0.388 0.214 
15. Auto racer -0.068 0.361 -0.019 0.371 -0.086 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts 0.120 0.089 0.119 0.368 0.169 
232. Art galleries 0.102 -0.036 0.114 0.247 0.691 
234. Symphony 
concerts 0.119 0.042 0.156 0.190 0.642 
242. Attending 
lectures 0.199 0.091 0.266 0.189 0.474 
169. Public speaking 0.146 0.090 0.287 0.223 0.135 
175. Making a speech 0.123 0.075 0.273 0.199 0.121 
152. Health education 0.308 0.305 0.246 -0.011 0.006 
166. Physiology 0.191 0.467 0.173 0.084 0.210 
171. Sociology 0.253 0.082 0.324 0.135 0.230 
114. Scientific 
research worker 0.054 0.368 0.138 0.106 0.250 
243. Performing 
scientific experiments 0.057 0.393 0.051 0.201 0.214 
113. Scientific 
illustrator 0.071 0.388 0.154 0.091 0.252 
Table 1A (continued) 
144 
BS-100 Factors 
Items 11-SPNDP 12-MEDS/S 13-TCH/EDU 14-ADV 15-FNART 
176. Doing research 
work 0.073 0.066 0.115 0.106 0.278 
9. Astronomer -0.041 0.283 0.080 0.213 0.252 
240. Popular 
mechanics 
magazines 0.033 0.297 -0.042 0.089 -0.021 
Table 1A (continued) 
145 
BS-100 Factors 
Items 16-PBLSPK 17-HLT/SOC 18-SCI/RSC 19-UN 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce 0.248 0.056 0.161 0.324 
50. Employment 
manager 0.256 0.132 0.037 0.327 
23. Business teacher 0.175 0.005 0.133 0.125 
105. Public relations 
director 0.364 0.183 0.033 0.406 
89. Office manager 0.119 0.018 0.109 0.236 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 0.168 -0.007 0.114 0.244 
54. Financial analyst -0.003 -0.025 0.300 0.068 
110. Retailer 0.048 0.076 0.070 0.101 
107. Realtor 0.063 0.072 0.054 0.065 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise 0.091 0.117 -0.050 0.151 
75. Life insurance 
agent 0.091 -0.030 0.078 0.099 
104. Psychologist 0.138 0.339 0.174 0.276 
151. Geometry -0.056 0.129 0.309 -0.207 
138. Algebra -0.068 0.060 0.263 -0.168 
165. Physics -0.039 0.178 0.484 -0.247 
122. Statistician -0.044 -0.068 0.436 0.116 
191. Making 
statistical charts 0.065 -0.034 0.429 -0.007 
148. Computer 
science 0.022 0.043 0.355 -0.098 
150. English 
composition/W riting 0.305 0.293 0.097 0.155 
156. Literature 0.224 0.310 0.121 0.218 
46. Editor 0.196 0.108 0.315 0.276 
60. Free-lance 
writer 0.140 0.159 0.280 0.183 
180. Writing reports 0.318 0.082 0.275 0.132 
85. Newspaper 
reporter 0.182 0.100 0.231 0.424 
74. Librarian -0.068 0.133 0.262 0.206 
59. Forest ranger -0.172 0.114 0.227 -0.101 
106. Rancher -0.090 0.058 0.171 -0.114 
Table 1A (continued) 
146 
BS-100 Factors 
Items 16-PBLSPK 17-HLT/SOC 18-SCI/RSC 19-UN 
161. Nature study -0.038 0.415 0.287 -0.089 
201. Cabinetmaking -0.120 0.080 0.272 -0.409 
244. Camping -0.036 0.125 0.205 -0.176 
143. Botany -0.035 0.388 0.354 -0.066 
22. Building 
contractor -0.066 -0.034 0.164 -0.277 
115. Sculptor -0.036 0.225 0.264 -0.018 
26. Cartoonist 
-0.037 0.140 0.264 -0.027 
136. Acting 0.362 0.154 0.002 0.265 
141. Art 0.062 0.302 0.100 -0.037 
128. TV announcer 0.309 0.073 0.052 0.433 
40. Dance teacher 0.129 0.278 0.007 0.215 
249. Organizing a 
play 0.384 0.189 0.174 0.206 
263. Musical 
geniuses 0.177 0.236 0.196 0.067 
100. Politician 0.254 -0.048 0.146 0.306 
231. Electioneering 
for office 0.286 0.030 0.188 0.148 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.396 0.215 0.093 0.207 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.262 0.050 0.181 0.178 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.306 0.017 0.109 0.079 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.223 0.024 0.120 0.085 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.266 0.154 0.050 0.112 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.091 0.061 0.248 0.300 
202. Bargaining 0.167 0.076 0.039 0.029 
219. Living in a city 0.124 0.022 -0.010 0.194 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.091 -0.043 0.134 0.009 
Table 1A (continued) 
147 
BS-100 Factors 
Items 16-PBLSPK 17-HLT/SOC 18-SCI/RSC 19-UN 
196. Drilling 
soldiers 0.109 -0.060 0.146 0.028 
159. Military drill 0.098 -0.011 0.161 -0.039 
99. Police officer -0.019 -0.091 0.089 0.117 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers 0.034 0.348 -0.039 0.114 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store 0.095 0.230 -0.101 0.191 
245. Preparing 
dinner for guests 0.155 0.146 0.011 0.045 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat 0.074 0.375 0.100 -0.026 
133. X-Ray 
technician -0.114 0.178 0.227 -0.004 
42. Dental assistant -0.027 0.129 0.140 0.064 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly 0.019 0.125 0.088 0.092 
108. Receptionist 0.052 0.091 -0.011 0.199 
72. Laboratory 
technician -0.130 0.114 0.436 -0.015 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.112 0.089 0.107 -0.037 
164. Physical 
education 0.103 0.320 0.033 -0.044 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.198 0.056 0.121 0.013 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper 0.015 -0.068 0.103 -0.009 
221. Golf 0.034 -0.026 0.061 -0.003 
264. Physically 
disabled people 0.154 0.290 0.103 0.011 
259. Physically sick 
people 0.109 0.250 0.107 0.007 
261. Very old 
people 0.152 0.224 0.036 -0.016 
124. Surgeon 0.017 0.158 0.318 0.046 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation -0.012 0.273 0.225 -0.090 
Table 1A (continued) 
148 
BS-100 Factors 
Items 16-PBLSPK 17-HLT/SOC 18-SCI/RSC 19-UN 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.064 0.305 0.139 -0.041 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.002 0.326 0.126 -0.060 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.018 -0.085 0.110 0.206 
49. Elementary 
school teacher 0.115 0.210 0.030 0.188 
112. School 
principal 0.199 0.109 0.181 0.307 
188. Teaching 
adults 0.332 0.257 0.212 0.127 
251. High school 
students 0.230 0.157 0.083 0.077 
33. College 
professor 0.220 0.180 0.335 0.191 
206. Taking care of 
children 0.139 0.182 0.000 0.091 
269. People who 
live dangerously 0.021 0.010 0.117 0.022 
255. 
Nonconformists 0.129 0.216 0.209 0.027 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.140 0.092 0.111 0.055 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas 0.232 0.187 0.197 0.057 
15. Auto racer -0.066 -0.080 0.126 -0.121 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts 0.113 0.181 0.035 0.061 
232. Art galleries 0.095 0.298 0.155 0.025 
234. Symphony 
concerts 0.110 0.255 0.197 0.072 
242. Attending 
lectures 0.222 0.333 0.335 0.076 
169. Public 
speaking 0.764 0.213 0.056 0.245 
175. Making a 
speech 0.762 0.058 0.116 0.169 
Table 1A (continued) 
149 
BS-100 Factors 
Items 16-PBLSPK 17-HLT/SOC 18-SCI/RSC 19-UN 
152. Health 
education 0.120 0.552 0.080 0.051 
166. Physiology 0.030 0.539 0.359 -0.039 
171. Sociology 0.251 0.457 0.128 0.229 
114. Scientific 
research worker -0.117 0.165 0.770 -0.048 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments -0.060 0.158 0.650 -0.253 
113. Scientific 
illustrator -0.101 0.158 0.616 -0.062 
176. Doing research 
work 0.142 0.106 0.540 -0.020 
9. Astronomer -0.119 0.077 0.465 -0.072 
240. Popular 
mechanics 
magazines -0.067 -0.075 0.324 -0.411 
150 
Table 2 A 
Structure Matrix of AfAm-100 Factors with Factor Item Content Shown in Boldface type 
AfAm-100 Factors 
Items 1-BUS/SL 2-NTR/MEC 3-WR/LIT 4-MATH 5-MEDTEC 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce 0.678 0.097 0.285 0.078 0.244 
105. Public relations 
director 0.662 0.022 0.437 -0.077 0.192 
50. Employment 
manager 0.601 0.011 0.212 0.013 0.303 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 0.586 0.071 0.279 0.106 0.075 
107. Realtor 0.538 0.245 0.227 0.146 0.385 
54. Financial analyst 0.525 0.193 0.182 0.324 0.236 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise 0.515 -0.058 0.318 -0.051 0.222 
104. Psychologist 0.498 0.139 0.398 0.053 0.238 
110. Retailer 0.487 0.133 0.321 0.100 0.473 
89. Office manager 0.484 0.068 0.231 0.070 0.409 
128. TV announcer 0.482 -0.016 0.401 -0.042 0.222 
23. Business teacher 0.470 0.112 0.218 0.146 0.219 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.431 0.316 0.025 0.042 0.257 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.389 0.269 0.374 0.088 0.200 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.389 0.063 0.267 0.066 0.226 
59. Forest ranger 0.140 0.693 0.090 0.153 0.304 
106. Rancher 0.233 0.610 0.162 0.182 0.203 
201. Cabinetmaking 0.119 0.598 0.087 0.296 0.260 
240. Popular 
mechanics 
magazines 0.108 0.563 -0.070 0.257 0.181 
22. Building 
contractor 0.402 0.511 0.010 0.299 0.278 
244. Camping 0.077 0.502 0.044 0.150 0.135 
15. Auto racer 0.119 0.458 0.042 0.141 0.052 
150. English 
composition/W riting 0.244 -0.028 0.729 0.021 0.042 
46. Editor 0.411 0.114 0.720 0.081 0.127 
Table 2 A (continued) 
151 
AfAm-100 Factors 
Items 1-BUS/SL 2-NTR/MEC 3-WR/LIT 4-MATH 5-MEDTEC 
60. Free-lance writer 0.323 0.214 0.695 0.080 0.090 
156. Literature 0.217 -0.012 0.687 0.013 0.069 
85. Newspaper 
reporter 0.506 0.152 0.613 -0.029 0.272 
180. Writing reports 0.319 0.023 0.526 0.039 0.070 
249. Organizing a 
play 0.360 -0.003 0.492 0.011 0.129 
151. Geometry 0.137 0.294 0.079 0.821 0.151 
138. Algebra 0.121 0.199 0.038 0.727 0.116 
165. Physics 0.146 0.348 0.148 0.663 0.136 
133. X-Ray 
technician 0.225 0.282 -0.065 0.171 0.643 
42. Dental assistant 0.244 0.217 0.051 0.148 0.595 
72. Laboratory 
technician 0.302 0.381 0.062 0.311 0.566 
108. Receptionist 0.267 0.000 0.224 -0.025 0.544 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly 0.177 0.181 0.077 0.109 0.513 
75. Life insurance 
agent 0.383 0.169 0.134 0.125 0.391 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.249 0.275 0.014 0.165 0.215 
196. Drilling 
soldiers 0.277 0.336 0.018 0.159 0.227 
159. Military drill 0.217 0.343 -0.007 0.210 0.264 
99. Police officer 0.288 0.387 -0.016 0.111 0.313 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers 0.074 -0.013 0.288 -0.027 0.185 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store 0.197 -0.177 0.274 -0.105 0.125 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat 0.116 0.131 0.181 0.012 0.245 
245. Preparing 
dinner for guests 0.141 0.029 0.207 -0.060 0.139 
202. Bargaining 0.313 0.130 0.240 -0.011 0.137 
259. Physically sick 
people 0.075 0.107 0.088 0.089 0.224 
Table 2A (continued) 
152 
AfAm-100 Factors 
Items 1-BUS/SL 2-NTR/MEC 3-WR/LIT 4-MATH 5-MEDTEC 
264. Physically 
disabled people 0.132 0.083 0.217 -0.004 0.165 
261. Very old people 0.142 0.056 0.159 0.026 0.215 
26. Cartoonist 0.234 0.331 0.308 0.126 0.144 
115. Sculptor 0.249 0.358 0.387 0.169 0.159 
141. Art 0.136 0.110 0.401 0.050 0.065 
40. Dance teacher 0.172 0.012 0.306 0.021 0.244 
136. Acting 0.278 -0.030 0.417 -0.071 0.050 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.229 0.216 0.028 0.158 0.109 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.291 0.200 0.102 0.213 0.061 
164. Physical 
education 0.221 0.227 0.062 0.226 0.232 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper 0.260 0.259 0.035 0.154 0.114 
221. Golf 0.216 0.262 0.113 0.199 0.021 
112.School 
principal 0.471 0.111 0.276 0.071 0.318 
49. Elementary 
school teacher 0.223 0.089 0.227 0.031 0.303 
188. Teaching adults 0.275 0.054 0.394 0.087 0.055 
251. High school 
students 0.240 0.087 0.237 0.041 0.171 
206. Taking care of 
children 0.123 0.073 0.180 0.076 0.178 
33. College 
professor 0.266 0.039 0.428 0.094 0.033 
124. Surgeon 0.356 0.325 0.147 0.249 0.247 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.090 0.336 -0.001 0.253 0.210 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.160 0.283 0.024 0.203 0.372 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.093 0.326 0.011 0.160 0.355 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.215 0.067 0.194 0.067 0.010 
Table 2A (continued) 
153 
AfAm-100 Factors 
Items 1-BUS/SL 2-NTR/MEC 3-WR/LIT 4-MATH 5-MEDTEC 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.223 0.034 0.226 0.000 0.016 
175. Making a 
speech 0.247 -0.057 0.325 -0.016 -0.059 
169. Public speaking 0.384 -0.088 0.473 -0.022 -0.040 
232. Art galleries 0.153 0.064 0.431 0.023 0.054 
234. Symphony 
concerts 0.128 0.068 0.395 0.072 0.016 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts 0.212 0.089 0.204 0.012 0.057 
255. Nonconformists 0.127 0.111 0.441 0.004 0.030 
269. People who live 
dangerously 0.139 0.221 0.172 0.045 0.006 
263. Musical 
geniuses 0.219 -0.021 0.353 0.024 0.026 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.262 0.109 0.260 0.100 0.003 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas 0.189 -0.015 0.287 0.030 -0.007 
219. Living in a city 0.156 -0.103 0.183 -0.033 -0.007 
166. Physiology 0.218 0.353 0.166 0.467 0.200 
171. Sociology 0.395 0.101 0.450 0.083 0.187 
152. Health 
education 0.201 0.113 0.130 0.120 0.292 
161. Nature study 0.035 0.493 0.207 0.208 0.132 
143. Botany 0.172 0.413 0.208 0.374 0.239 
191. Making 
statistical charts 0.269 0.259 0.119 0.476 0.182 
122. Statistician 0.296 0.254 0.084 0.454 0.332 
176. Doing research 
work 0.183 0.170 0.348 0.171 0.093 
148. Computer 
science 0.246 0.264 0.193 0.411 0.225 
74. Librarian 0.186 0.114 0.344 -0.044 0.368 
231. Electioneering 
for office 0.449 0.110 0.261 0.091 0.224 
Table 2A (continued) 
154 
AfAm-100 Factors 
Items 1-BUS/SL 2-NTR/MEC 3-WR/LIT 4-MATH 5-MEDTEC 
100. Politician 0.499 0.139 0.236 0.054 0.102 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.315 0.105 0.334 0.033 -0.024 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.480 0.040 0.384 0.035 0.054 
242. Attending 
lectures 0.260 0.053 0.407 0.113 0.160 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments 0.080 0.421 0.110 0.450 0.161 
114. Scientific 
research worker 0.232 0.415 0.202 0.373 0.323 
113. Scientific 
illustrator 0.310 0.459 0.208 0.358 0.363 
9. Astronomer 0.113 0.443 0.130 0.323 0.124 
Table 2A (continued) 
155 
AfAm-100 Factors 
Items 6-MILIT 7-ENTR 8-SPNDP 9-CRART 10-ATHL 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce 0.200 -0.035 0.112 0.214 0.227 
105. Public relations 
director 0.103 0.077 0.139 0.297 0.198 
50. Employment 
manager 0.168 0.059 0.173 0.112 0.177 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 0.201 -0.115 -0.020 0.211 0.291 
107. Realtor 0.175 0.103 0.124 0.161 0.218 
54. Financial analyst 0.174 -0.053 0.034 0.202 0.286 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise -0.014 0.337 0.115 0.263 0.090 
104. Psychologist 0.114 0.027 0.147 0.344 0.106 
110. Retailer 0.105 0.223 0.204 0.273 0.156 
89. Office manager 0.155 0.041 0.171 0.104 0.156 
128. TV announcer 0.059 0.135 0.031 0.482 0.291 
23. Business teacher 0.192 0.009 0.094 0.132 0.236 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.361 -0.229 -0.118 0.180 0.252 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.179 -0.072 0.069 0.347 0.171 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.127 0.234 0.384 0.172 0.239 
59. Forest ranger 0.220 -0.087 0.048 0.330 0.152 
106. Rancher 0.186 -0.045 0.105 0.254 0.188 
201. Cabinetmaking 0.214 0.059 0.085 0.370 0.208 
240. Popular 
mechanics 
magazines 0.335 -0.209 0.096 0.059 0.221 
22. Building 
contractor 0.303 -0.156 0.019 0.225 0.320 
244. Camping 0.196 0.059 0.147 0.173 0.209 
15. Auto racer 0.238 -0.144 -0.085 0.328 0.262 
150. English 
composition/W riting -0.031 0.210 0.184 0.273 -0.041 
46. Editor 0.012 0.088 0.138 0.409 0.113 
60. Free-lance 
writer 0.019 0.061 0.084 0.508 0.112 
Table 2A (continued) 
156 
AfAm-100 Factors 
Items 6-MILIT 7-ENTR 8-SPNDP 9-CRART 10-ATHL 
156. Literature -0.079 0.237 0.160 0.326 -0.038 
85. Newspaper 
reporter 0.053 0.050 0.095 0.494 0.184 
180. Writing reports 0.091 0.071 0.200 0.181 0.110 
249. Organizing a 
play 0.108 0.274 0.249 0.463 0.184 
151. Geometry 0.177 -0.094 0.103 0.147 0.171 
138. Algebra 0.102 -0.085 0.073 0.092 0.155 
165. Physics 0.214 -0.168 0.087 0.186 0.189 
133. X-Ray 
technician 0.273 0.037 0.176 0.208 0.152 
42. Dental assistant 0.191 0.136 0.229 0.211 0.118 
72. Laboratory 
technician 0.228 -0.065 0.149 0.261 0.204 
108. Receptionist 0.016 0.239 0.221 0.116 -0.001 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly 0.156 0.156 0.252 0.114 0.107 
75. Life insurance 
agent 0.190 0.026 0.185 0.116 0.176 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.880 -0.173 0.089 0.143 0.271 
196. Drilling 
soldiers 0.858 -0.191 0.096 0.156 0.330 
159. Military drill 0.834 -0.171 0.131 0.086 0.289 
99. Police officer 0.437 -0.193 0.039 0.130 0.265 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers -0.184 0.639 0.226 0.317 -0.145 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store -0.094 0.534 0.161 0.180 0.022 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat -0.010 0.416 0.330 0.179 0.090 
245. Preparing 
dinner for guests -0.027 0.403 0.201 0.177 0.061 
202. Bargaining 0.069 0.349 0.141 0.229 0.185 
259. Physically sick 
people 0.133 0.180 0.762 0.093 0.056 
264. Physically 
disabled people 0.141 0.151 0.752 0.134 0.134 
Table 2A (continued) 
157 
AfAm-100 Factors 
Items 6-MILIT 7-ENTR 8-SPNDP 9-CRART 10-ATHL 
261. Very old 
people 0.083 0.228 0.669 0.082 0.084 
26. Cartoonist 0.109 0.057 0.055 0.729 0.219 
115. Sculptor 0.011 0.157 0.076 0.704 0.100 
141. Art -0.020 0.302 0.149 0.597 0.015 
40. Dance teacher 0.048 0.411 0.180 0.538 0.117 
136. Acting 0.071 0.225 0.074 0.505 0.185 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.241 0.068 0.122 0.216 0.681 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.235 0.041 0.127 0.188 0.638 
164. Physical 
education 0.326 0.090 0.131 0.253 0.586 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper 0.247 -0.225 0.092 0.078 0.571 
221. Golf 0.132 -0.121 0.008 0.169 0.326 
112. School 
principal 0.159 -0.025 0.155 0.194 0.117 
49. Elementary 
school teacher 0.047 0.251 0.269 0.205 0.111 
188. Teaching 
adults 0.121 0.061 0.172 0.163 0.051 
251. High school 
students 0.134 0.050 0.265 0.141 0.200 
206. Taking care of 
children -0.003 0.413 0.385 0.244 0.240 
33. College 
professor 0.034 -0.034 0.081 0.185 0.082 
124. Surgeon 0.242 -0.141 0.116 0.280 0.284 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.209 0.028 0.224 0.219 0.175 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.244 0.246 0.455 0.246 0.234 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.221 0.226 0.345 0.257 0.160 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.148 0.010 0.052 0.137 0.233 
Table 2A (continued) 
158 
AfAm-100 Factors 
Items 6-MILIT 7-ENTR 8-SPNDP 9-CRART 10-ATHL 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.073 -0.001 0.071 0.123 0.173 
175. Making a 
speech 0.132 0.041 0.118 0.150 0.167 
169. Public 
speaking 0.120 0.096 0.066 0.223 0.164 
232. Art galleries -0.141 0.342 0.165 0.442 -0.003 
234. Symphony 
concerts -0.094 0.194 0.199 0.243 0.008 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts 0.023 0.207 0.112 0.291 0.224 
255. 
Nonconformists 0.006 0.136 0.152 0.299 -0.008 
269. People who 
live dangerously 0.165 -0.061 0.038 0.238 0.172 
263. Musical 
geniuses 0.075 0.138 0.259 0.295 0.152 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.041 0.109 0.040 0.335 0.295 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas 0.046 0.065 0.239 0.118 0.100 
219. Living in a city -0.014 0.125 0.079 0.081 0.157 
166. Physiology 0.185 0.076 0.228 0.235 0.199 
171. Sociology 0.079 0.095 0.249 0.223 0.088 
152. Health 
education 0.171 0.252 0.327 0.186 0.177 
161. Nature study 0.057 0.177 0.241 0.298 0.043 
143. Botany 0.084 0.085 0.225 0.267 0.097 
191. Making 
statistical charts 0.221 -0.037 0.129 0.159 0.276 
122. Statistician 0.201 -0.092 0.117 0.160 0.291 
176. Doing research 
work 0.041 0.052 0.163 0.154 0.023 
148. Computer 
science 0.154 -0.123 0.006 0.117 0.143 
74. Librarian -0.093 0.068 0.104 0.197 -0.145 
159 
Table 2 A (continued) 
AfAm-100 Factors 
Items 6-MILIT 7-ENTR 8-SPNDP 9-CRART 10-ATHL 
231. Electioneering 
for office 0.254 0.051 0.163 0.218 0.321 
100. Politician 0.238 -0.127 -0.026 0.170 0.258 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.168 -0.049 0.010 0.215 0.264 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.179 0.096 0.214 0.223 0.191 
242. Attending 
lectures 0.058 0.189 0.287 0.168 0.048 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments 0.230 -0.063 0.112 0.243 0.194 
114. Scientific 
research worker 0.136 -0.126 0.169 0.323 0.120 
113. Scientific 
illustrator 0.184 -0.085 0.178 0.492 0.226 
9. Astronomer 0.117 -0.167 0.017 0.277 0.086 
Table 2A (continued) 
160 
AfAm-100 Factors 
11- 12- 13- 14- 15-
Items TCH/EDU MEDS/S OUTSPK PBLSPK FNART 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce 0.355 0.264 0.287 0.254 0.151 
105. Public relations 
director 0.362 0.202 0.192 0.378 0.287 
50. Employment 
manager 0.404 0.156 0.213 0.180 0.070 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 0.241 0.384 0.137 0.185 0.102 
107. Realtor 0.196 0.115 0.154 0.041 0.116 
54. Financial analyst 0.167 0.223 0.118 0.045 0.068 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise 0.196 -0.040 -0.002 0.157 0.122 
104. Psychologist 0.320 0.315 0.070 0.169 0.317 
110. Retailer 0.241 0.017 0.080 0.077 0.150 
89. Office manager 0.293 0.102 0.205 0.070 0.078 
128. TV announcer 0.294 0.252 0.124 0.315 0.202 
23. Business teacher 0.345 0.088 0.040 0.117 0.011 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.125 0.403 0.126 0.008 0.003 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.312 0.301 0.161 0.158 0.280 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.339 0.084 0.236 0.203 0.144 
59. Forest ranger 0.131 0.274 0.079 -0.097 0.162 
106. Rancher 0.139 0.273 0.127 0.002 0.086 
201. Cabinetmaking 0.029 0.199 0.076 -0.081 0.130 
240. Popular 
mechanics 
magazines -0.005 0.184 0.103 -0.056 0.127 
22. Building 
contractor 0.066 0.259 0.148 -0.041 0.043 
244. Camping 0.120 0.274 0.058 -0.033 0.074 
15. Auto racer -0.013 0.255 0.043 0.019 -0.001 
150. English 
composition/W riting 0.349 0.051 0.079 0.361 0.372 
46. Editor 0.277 0.063 0.088 0.229 0.360 
Table 2 A (continued) 
161 
AfAm-100 Factors 
11- 12- 13- 14- 15-
Items TCH/EDU MEDS/S OUTSPK PBLSPK FNART 
60. Free-lance 
writer 0.208 0.053 0.024 0.216 0.337 
156. Literature 0.284 0.033 0.086 0.310 0.461 
85. Newspaper 
reporter 0.292 0.115 0.130 0.212 0.302 
180. Writing reports 0.325 0.037 0.219 0.325 0.286 
249. Organizing a 
play 0.348 0.142 0.076 0.425 0.345 
151. Geometry 0.128 0.246 0.092 -0.012 0.138 
138. Algebra 0.093 0.207 0.075 -0.019 0.077 
165. Physics 0.052 0.280 0.113 0.057 0.248 
133. X-Ray 
technician 0.149 0.324 0.043 -0.129 -0.021 
42. Dental assistant 0.232 0.229 0.083 -0.045 0.029 
72. Laboratory 
technician 0.204 0.387 0.132 -0.026 0.082 
108. Receptionist 0.280 -0.039 -0.025 0.028 0.072 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly 0.211 0.180 0.091 0.039 0.066 
75. Life insurance 
agent 0.220 0.088 0.167 0.050 0.099 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.163 0.299 0.090 0.121 -0.072 
196. Drilling 
soldiers 0.145 0.375 0.206 0.151 -0.023 
159. Military drill 0.141 0.305 0.132 0.102 -0.024 
99. Police officer 0.141 0.372 0.112 0.013 -0.028 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers 0.173 -0.084 -0.154 0.065 0.296 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store 0.169 -0.042 0.079 0.177 0.259 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat 0.146 0.023 0.027 0.071 0.203 
245. Preparing 
dinner for guests 0.233 0.059 0.073 0.178 0.165 
202. Bargaining 0.166 0.141 0.312 0.201 0.185 
Table 2A (continued) 
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AfAm-100 Factors 
11- 12- 13- 14- 15-
Items TCH/EDU MEDS/S OUTSPK PBLSPK FNART 
259. Physically sick 
people 0.256 0.217 0.047 0.069 0.123 
264. Physically 
disabled people 0.275 0.236 0.056 0.135 0.221 
261. Very old 
people 0.290 0.087 0.097 0.138 0.157 
26. Cartoonist 0.148 0.202 0.047 0.103 0.176 
115. Sculptor 0.084 0.200 0.046 0.075 0.394 
141. Art 0.088 -0.021 -0.036 0.206 0.495 
40. Dance teacher 0.274 0.049 -0.144 0.168 0.170 
136. Acting 0.208 0.112 -0.015 0.468 0.257 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.144 0.351 0.214 0.176 0.024 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.195 0.273 0.262 0.202 0.008 
164. Physical 
education 0.188 0.242 0.179 0.131 -0.019 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper 0.109 0.163 0.275 0.018 0.110 
221. Golf 0.178 0.184 0.160 0.132 0.202 
112. School 
principal 0.730 0.301 0.235 0.179 0.190 
49. Elementary 
school teacher 0.663 0.066 0.036 0.093 0.117 
188. Teaching 
adults 0.583 0.200 0.079 0.316 0.280 
251. High school 
students 0.542 0.141 0.212 0.248 0.216 
206. Taking care of 
children 0.492 0.050 0.102 0.170 0.127 
33. College 
professor 0.472 0.231 0.067 0.258 0.285 
124. Surgeon 0.203 0.704 0.114 0.089 0.154 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.118 0.601 0.134 -0.007 0.102 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.252 0.519 0.152 0.063 0.065 
163 
Table 2 A (continued) 
AfAm-100 Factors 
11- 12- 13- 14- 15-
Items TCH/EDU MEDS/S OUTSPK PBLSPK FNART 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.210 0.495 0.175 0.012 0.043 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.218 0.220 0.535 0.265 0.104 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.179 0.119 0.481 0.259 0.186 
175. Making a 
speech 0.273 0.091 0.248 0.779 0.229 
169. Public 
speaking 0.301 0.110 0.225 0.769 0.298 
232. Art galleries 0.203 0.000 0.038 0.208 0.738 
234. Symphony 
concerts 0.241 0.063 0.031 0.243 0.635 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts 0.091 0.100 0.160 0.107 0.320 
255. 
Nonconformists 0.206 0.032 0.150 0.200 0.417 
269. People who 
live dangerously 0.133 0.201 0.163 0.134 0.183 
263. Musical 
geniuses 0.234 0.190 -0.035 0.305 0.348 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.200 0.173 0.245 0.242 0.176 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas 0.214 0.227 0.179 0.269 0.281 
219. Living in a city 0.096 -0.004 0.196 0.144 0.208 
166. Physiology 0.126 0.402 0.162 0.072 0.242 
171. Sociology 0.348 0.144 0.145 0.240 0.354 
152. Health 
education 0.270 0.264 0.090 0.086 0.096 
161. Nature study 0.099 0.120 -0.061 0.060 0.345 
143. Botany 0.180 0.246 0.070 0.030 0.345 
191. Making 
statistical charts 0.177 0.176 0.211 0.094 0.132 
122. Statistician 0.142 0.202 0.116 -0.001 0.116 
Table 2A (continued) 
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AfAm-100 Factors 
11- 12- 13- 14- 15-
Items TCH/EDU MEDS/S OUTSPK PBLSPK FNART 
176. Doing research 
work 0.187 0.124 0.066 0.162 0.317 
148. Computer 
science 0.140 0.149 0.095 0.001 0.144 
74. Librarian 0.245 -0.065 -0.044 -0.108 0.269 
231. Electioneering 
for office 0.320 0.254 0.272 0.296 0.172 
100. Politician 0.223 0.311 0.322 0.282 0.110 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.269 0.208 0.458 0.309 0.239 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.377 0.190 0.297 0.390 0.267 
242. Attending 
lectures 0.330 0.125 0.117 0.234 0.442 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments 0.077 0.354 0.094 0.045 0.221 
114. Scientific 
research worker 0.213 0.349 0.147 -0.010 0.257 
113. Scientific 
illustrator 0.214 0.378 0.119 0.024 0.219 
9. Astronomer 0.080 0.170 0.023 -0.032 0.201 
Table 2A (continued) 
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AfAm-lOO Factors 
Items 16-ADV 17-HLT/SOC/NTR 18-STAT 19-POL/CIV 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce 0.180 0.143 0.345 0.484 
105. Public relations 
director 0.229 0.246 0.313 0.396 
50. Employment 
manager 0.049 0.169 0.218 0.228 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 0.259 0.091 0.285 0.403 
107. Realtor 0.061 0.175 0.273 0.228 
54. Financial analyst 0.151 0.097 0.438 0.273 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise 0.150 0.144 0.088 0.147 
104. Psychologist 0.251 0.333 0.296 0.292 
110. Retailer 0.130 0.144 0.222 0.208 
89. Office manager 0.069 0.118 0.317 0.237 
128. TV announcer 0.299 0.112 0.169 0.296 
23. Business teacher 0.077 0.084 0.342 0.226 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.289 -0.049 0.191 0.281 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.344 0.219 0.289 0.381 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.050 0.259 0.255 0.319 
59. Forest ranger 0.202 0.214 0.154 0.150 
106. Rancher 0.119 0.157 0.241 0.160 
201. Cabinetmaking 0.110 0.163 0.206 0.177 
240. Popular 
mechanics 
magazines 0.081 0.051 0.232 0.160 
22. Building 
contractor 0.087 0.052 0.254 0.203 
244. Camping 0.110 0.196 0.168 0.151 
15. Auto racer 0.410 -0.037 0.069 0.200 
150. English 
composition/^ riting 0.234 0.354 0.231 0.262 
46. Editor 0.286 0.233 0.340 0.377 
60. Free-lance 
writer 0.398 0.202 0.222 0.302 
Table 2 A (continued) 
166 
AfAm-lOO Factors 
Items 16-ADV 17-HLT/SOC/NTR 18-STAT 19-POL/CIV 
156. Literature 0.286 0.357 0.211 0.254 
85. Newspaper 
reporter 0.342 0.220 0.281 0.378 
180. Writing reports 0.177 0.191 0.477 0.383 
249. Organizing a 
play 0.346 0.227 0.175 0.482 
151. Geometry 0.033 0.218 0.316 0.140 
138. Algebra -0.002 0.144 0.303 0.130 
165. Physics 0.124 0.307 0.273 0.273 
133. X-Ray 
technician 0.002 0.235 0.180 0.080 
42. Dental assistant -0.020 0.211 0.175 0.132 
72. Laboratory 
technician 0.035 0.184 0.338 0.155 
108. Receptionist -0.006 0.152 0.207 0.100 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly -0.019 0.227 0.203 0.158 
75. Life insurance 
agent 0.046 0.123 0.232 0.240 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.166 0.114 0.197 0.303 
196. Drilling 
soldiers 0.182 0.116 0.210 0.321 
159. Military drill 0.157 0.121 0.213 0.232 
99. Police officer 0.217 0.054 0.176 0.250 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers 0.033 0.366 0.055 0.113 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store 0.042 0.157 0.026 0.087 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat 0.051 0.396 0.134 0.061 
245. Preparing 
dinner for guests 0.185 0.193 0.133 0.169 
202. Bargaining 0.164 0.138 0.105 0.311 
259. Physically sick 
people 0.003 0.320 0.156 0.160 
264. Physically 
disabled people 0.176 0.324 0.207 0.193 
Table 2A (continued) 
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AfAm-100 Factors 
Items 16-ADV 17-HLT/SOC/NTR 18-STAT 19-POL/CIV 
261. Very old 
people 0.054 0.248 0.117 0.126 
26. Cartoonist 0.307 0.136 0.145 0.215 
115. Sculptor 0.252 0.214 0.183 0.228 
141. Art 0.217 0.319 0.063 0.150 
40. Dance teacher 0.297 0.270 -0.002 0.137 
136. Acting 0.414 0.130 -0.017 0.261 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.200 0.130 0.151 0.273 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.158 0.043 0.238 0.279 
164. Physical 
education 0.146 0.402 0.119 0.223 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper 0.032 0.059 0.219 0.188 
221. Golf 0.128 0.040 0.197 0.242 
112. School 
principal 0.182 0.222 0.281 0.361 
49. Elementary 
school teacher 0.081 0.214 0.157 0.193 
188. Teaching 
adults 0.278 0.334 0.323 0.332 
251. High school 
students 0.184 0.212 0.245 0.245 
206. Taking care of 
children 0.016 0.174 0.117 0.161 
33. College 
professor 0.307 0.257 0.359 0.347 
124. Surgeon 0.209 0.180 0.249 0.290 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.118 0.309 0.116 0.174 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.006 0.367 0.234 0.244 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.016 0.421 0.208 0.240 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.279 0.087 0.145 0.328 
Table 2A (continued) 
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AfAm-100 Factors 
Items 16-ADV 17-HLT/SOC/NTR 18-STAT 19-POL/CIV 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.219 0.107 0.150 0.286 
175. Making a 
speech 0.229 0.086 0.206 0.382 
169. Public 
speaking 0.314 0.210 0.217 0.420 
232. Art galleries 0.272 0.341 0.145 0.244 
234. Symphony 
concerts 0.262 0.250 0.190 0.206 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts 0.301 0.074 0.119 0.115 
255. 
Nonconformists 0.603 0.251 0.170 0.323 
269. People who 
live dangerously 0.533 0.071 0.121 0.253 
263. Musical 
geniuses 0.415 0.174 0.108 0.227 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.403 0.097 0.184 0.283 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas 0.364 0.229 0.202 0.285 
219. Living in a city 0.208 0.002 0.101 0.143 
166. Physiology 0.070 0.580 0.243 0.287 
171. Sociology 0.211 0.539 0.310 0.357 
152. Health 
education 0.017 0.538 0.162 0.153 
161. Nature study 0.059 0.502 0.129 0.153 
143. Botany 0.036 0.435 0.225 0.209 
191. Making 
statistical charts 0.045 0.095 0.609 0.231 
122. Statistician -0.028 0.075 0.603 0.126 
176. Doing research 
work 0.204 0.296 0.537 0.309 
148. Computer 
science 0.113 0.144 0.462 0.208 
74. Librarian 0.134 0.239 0.372 0.142 
Table 2A (continued) 
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AfAm-100 Factors 
Items 16-ADV 17-HLT/SOC/NTR 18-STAT 19-POL/CIV 
231. Electioneering 
for office 0.232 0.159 0.302 0.673 
100. Politician 0.283 0.045 0.259 0.640 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.346 0.156 0.325 0.603 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.245 0.275 0.276 0.563 
242. Attending 
lectures 0.281 0.391 0.416 0.454 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments 0.169 0.220 0.308 0.239 
114. Scientific 
research worker 0.148 0.309 0.446 0.273 
113. Scientific 
illustrator 0.142 0.231 0.411 0.300 
9. Astronomer 0.213 0.164 0.199 0.229 
Table 2A (continued) 
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AfAm-100 Factors 
Items 20-SCI/RSC 21-UN 22-UN 23-UN 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce 0.112 0.059 0.145 -0.063 
105. Public relations 
director 0.082 -0.022 0.332 -0.216 
50. Employment 
manager -0.047 0.001 0.194 0.061 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 0.107 0.031 0.071 -0.226 
107. Realtor 0.082 0.017 0.005 -0.264 
54. Financial analyst 0.233 0.136 -0.171 -0.090 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise 0.033 0.046 0.042 -0.154 
104. Psychologist 0.286 0.058 0.229 -0.271 
110. Retailer 0.108 0.089 0.052 -0.206 
89. Office manager 0.020 0.016 0.137 0.249 
128. TV announcer 0.215 0.271 0.261 -0.263 
23. Business teacher 0.047 0.007 -0.151 0.223 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.011 0.017 0.215 -0.194 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.259 0.359 0.092 -0.142 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.086 
-0.112 0.164 -0.115 
59. Forest ranger 0.256 0.265 -0.011 -0.119 
106. Rancher 0.162 0.222 -0.028 -0.123 
201. Cabinetmaking 0.263 0.075 -0.115 -0.113 
240. Popular 
mechanics 
magazines 0.279 -0.129 -0.077 -0.059 
22. Building 
contractor 0.156 -0.006 -0.303 -0.191 
244. Camping 0.288 0.003 0.094 -0.038 
15. Auto racer 0.176 0.033 -0.033 -0.039 
150. English 
composition/W riting 0.128 -0.023 0.116 -0.033 
46. Editor 0.332 0.196 0.088 -0.088 
60. Free-lance 
writer 0.363 0.173 0.123 -0.137 
Table 2A (continued) 
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AfAm-lOO Factors 
Items 20-SCI/RSC 21-UN 22-UN 23-UN 
156. Literature 0.155 0.144 0.154 -0.063 
85. Newspaper 
reporter 0.301 0.251 0.296 -0.144 
180. Writing reports 0.094 -0.178 0.160 0.016 
249. Organizing a 
play 0.282 -0.044 0.279 -0.112 
151. Geometry 0.309 0.028 -0.145 -0.019 
138. Algebra 0.278 0.117 -0.188 0.026 
165. Physics 0.545 0.129 -0.123 -0.094 
133. X-Ray 
technician 0.296 0.142 -0.048 -0.138 
42. Dental assistant 0.199 0.155 -0.021 -0.097 
72. Laboratory 
technician 0.431 0.163 -0.063 -0.098 
108. Receptionist -0.037 0.077 0.162 0.044 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly 0.086 0.099 0.146 0.114 
75. Life insurance 
agent 0.070 0.042 0.010 -0.139 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.118 -0.083 0.042 -0.066 
196. Drilling 
soldiers 0.115 -0.064 0.087 -0.025 
159. Military drill 0.093 -0.081 -0.035 -0.048 
99. Police officer -0.029 -0.015 0.234 -0.100 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers 0.048 0.103 0.144 -0.010 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store 0.015 0.037 0.201 -0.047 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat 0.202 0.080 0.002 -0.051 
245. Preparing 
dinner for guests 0.051 -0.098 0.114 -0.030 
202. Bargaining 0.157 0.072 0.128 -0.118 
259. Physically sick 
people 0.154 -0.025 0.108 0.071 
264. Physically 
disabled people 0.147 -0.127 0.120 0.072 
Table 2A (continued) 
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AfAm-lOO Factors 
Items 20-SCI/RSC 21-UN 22-UN 23-UN 
261. Very old 
people 0.093 -0.069 0.104 -0.018 
26. Cartoonist 0.291 0.162 -0.016 -0.097 
115. Sculptor 0.382 0.263 0.126 -0.262 
141. Art 0.239 0.131 0.204 -0.189 
40. Dance teacher 0.232 0.282 0.052 -0.045 
136. Acting 0.198 0.093 0.223 -0.186 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.149 -0.001 0.044 -0.050 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.176 -0.060 0.141 -0.057 
164. Physical 
education 0.097 0.091 -0.024 -0.102 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper 0.059 -0.019 -0.009 -0.143 
221. Golf 0.072 0.077 0.029 -0.216 
112. School 
principal 0.125 0.154 0.102 -0.109 
49. Elementary 
school teacher 0.075 0.142 0.110 0.036 
188. Teaching 
adults 0.236 -0.023 0.017 0.099 
251. High school 
students 0.079 -0.070 0.102 0.004 
206. Taking care of 
children 0.184 0.041 0.240 0.045 
33. College 
professor 0.240 0.123 -0.144 0.032 
124. Surgeon 0.366 0.154 0.052 -0.215 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.318 0.151 0.012 -0.022 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.194 0.056 0.084 0.010 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.134 0.153 0.024 -0.012 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.107 -0.040 0.079 -0.026 
Table 2A (continued) 
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AfAm-100 Factors 
Items 20-SCI/RSC 21-UN 22-UN 23-UN 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.104 -0.060 0.167 -0.092 
175. Making a 
speech 0.104 -0.141 0.170 -0.049 
169. Public 
speaking 0.109 -0.119 0.191 -0.114 
232. Art galleries 0.311 0.125 0.111 -0.098 
234. Symphony 
concerts 0.244 0.101 0.096 -0.089 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts 0.197 -0.022 0.145 -0.133 
255. 
Nonconformists 0.290 0.061 0.056 -0.089 
269. People who 
live dangerously 0.153 0.054 0.097 -0.072 
263. Musical 
geniuses 0.295 -0.050 0.109 -0.124 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.145 0.029 0.213 -0.099 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas 0.210 -0.134 0.082 0.024 
219. Living in a city 0.047 -0.066 0.185 -0.097 
166. Physiology 0.423 0.243 -0.058 -0.048 
171. Sociology 0.182 -0.090 0.209 -0.185 
152. Health 
education 0.112 0.065 0.037 0.027 
161. Nature study 0.369 0.272 0.079 0.029 
143. Botany 0.393 0.327 -0.013 -0.059 
191. Making 
statistical charts 0.251 -0.014 -0.078 -0.020 
122. Statistician 0.342 0.233 -0.058 -0.072 
176. Doing research 
work 0.328 -0.013 -0.033 0.002 
148. Computer 
science 0.209 0.025 -0.145 0.009 
74. Librarian 0.107 0.303 0.055 0.029 
174 
Table 2A (continued) 
AfAm-100 Factors 
Items 20-SCI/RSC 21-UN 22-UN 23-UN 
231. Electioneering 
for office 0.189 -0.060 0.127 -0.124 
100. Politician 0.081 0.074 0.202 -0.193 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.093 0.011 0.044 0.010 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.083 -0.166 0.294 -0.110 
242. Attending 
lectures 0.267 -0.041 0.046 -0.036 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments 0.706 0.114 -0.082 -0.084 
114. Scientific 
research worker 0.679 0.279 -0.086 -0.051 
113. Scientific 
illustrator 0.568 0.307 -0.085 -0.109 
9. Astronomer 0.455 0.291 -0.171 0.004 
175 
Table 3A 
Structure Matrix of AsAm-100 Factors with Factor Item Content Shown in Boldface type 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-ENTR 4-NATR 5-SCI/RSC 
23. Business teacher 0.677 0.190 0.175 0.143 0.165 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce 0.670 0.113 0.161 0.152 0.174 
50. Employment 
manager 0.666 0.059 0.299 0.165 0.116 
89. Office manager 0.643 0.108 0.253 0.146 0.161 
105. Public relations 
director 0.547 0.117 0.329 0.224 -0.011 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 0.531 0.197 0.094 0.044 0.063 
54. Financial analyst 0.527 0.157 0.040 0.136 0.277 
110. Retailer 0.451 -0.003 0.390 0.167 0.091 
107. Realtor 0.428 -0.011 0.213 0.232 0.113 
75. Life insurance 
agent 0.329 0.088 0.100 0.137 0.112 
156. Literature 0.116 0.680 0.176 0.181 0.127 
150. English 
composition/W riting 0.167 0.665 0.184 0.139 0.130 
46. Editor 0.388 0.613 0.117 0.211 0.251 
60. Free-lance writer 0.245 0.604 0.129 0.358 0.235 
180. Writing reports 0.200 0.599 0.151 0.005 0.272 
74. Librarian 0.274 0.424 0.184 0.230 0.234 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers 0.147 0.147 0.672 0.175 -0.043 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store 0.214 0.090 0.623 -0.022 -0.067 
245. Preparing dinner 
for guests 0.194 0.087 0.533 0.184 0.012 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat 0.157 0.057 0.514 0.251 0.027 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise 0.456 -0.009 0.466 0.103 -0.045 
219. Living in a city 0.215 0.105 0.232 -0.101 0.036 
59. Forest ranger 0.078 0.072 0.019 0.720 0.198 
106. Rancher 0.196 0.035 0.050 0.646 0.218 
Table 3 A (continued) 
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AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-ENTR 4-NATR 5-SCI/RSC 
161. Nature study 0.098 0.140 0.214 0.641 0.293 
201. Cabinetmaking 0.136 0.096 0.224 0.542 0.251 
244. Camping 0.103 0.016 0.136 0.496 0.177 
143. Botany 0.156 0.150 0.184 0.475 0.330 
114. Scientific 
research worker 0.187 0.211 -0.081 0.341 0.820 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments 0.084 0.051 -0.017 0.357 0.681 
176. Doing research 
work 0.136 0.379 -0.002 0.103 0.621 
113. Scientific 
illustrator 0.294 0.210 0.094 0.447 0.615 
122. Statistician 0.462 0.224 -0.030 0.119 0.495 
191. Making 
statistical charts 0.440 0.241 0.139 0.120 0.484 
9. Astronomer 0.142 0.228 -0.111 0.374 0.482 
108. Receptionist 0.351 0.046 0.373 0.208 0.070 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly 0.199 0.032 0.138 0.282 0.128 
133. X-Ray 
technician 0.257 -0.028 0.145 0.331 0.248 
42. Dental assistant 0.267 -0.008 0.263 0.226 0.118 
72. Laboratory 
technician 0.300 0.053 0.065 0.342 0.460 
100. Politician 0.381 0.123 -0.042 0.118 0.166 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.247 0.402 0.010 0.156 0.178 
231. Electioneering 
for office 0.362 0.163 0.145 0.134 0.178 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.378 0.141 0.317 0.268 0.084 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.215 0.132 0.070 0.158 0.182 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.220 0.215 0.021 0.037 0.166 
Table 3 A (continued) 
177 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-ENTR 4-NATR 5-SCI/RSC 
249. Organizing a 
play 0.374 0.239 0.395 0.211 0.165 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.304 0.063 0.340 0.265 0.062 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas 0.169 0.148 0.145 0.091 0.176 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.263 -0.004 0.058 0.235 0.163 
196. Drilling soldiers 0.264 -0.007 0.030 0.257 0.153 
159. Military drill 0.274 -0.016 0.053 0.319 0.242 
99. Police officer 0.302 0.024 -0.003 0.345 0.178 
124. Surgeon 0.259 0.031 -0.086 0.248 0.317 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.065 -0.011 0.068 0.289 0.244 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.223 -0.038 0.325 0.380 0.173 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.178 -0.013 0.336 0.367 0.149 
166. Physiology 0.175 0.075 0.120 0.325 0.384 
151. Geometry 0.181 0.156 -0.078 0.200 0.441 
138. Algebra 0.128 0.088 -0.061 0.096 0.427 
165. Physics 0.127 0.152 -0.142 0.172 0.594 
148. Computer 
science 0.302 0.163 -0.034 0.120 0.456 
164. Physical 
education 0.159 -0.079 0.205 0.378 0.114 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.182 -0.022 0.192 0.305 0.153 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.265 0.061 0.172 0.177 0.184 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper 0.138 0.015 -0.066 0.210 0.086 
221. Golf 0.192 -0.003 -0.013 0.183 0.075 
202. Bargaining 0.288 -0.021 0.303 0.178 0.037 
85. Newspaper 
reporter 0.380 0.501 0.046 0.257 0.201 
128. TV announcer 0.403 0.153 0.239 0.169 0.025 
136. Acting 0.166 0.139 0.289 0.144 -0.002 
Table 3 A (continued) 
178 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-ENTR 4-NATR 5-SCI/RSC 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.312 0.050 0.062 0.269 0.137 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.379 0.212 0.063 0.322 0.150 
40. Dance teacher 0.233 0.157 0.469 0.240 0.039 
259. Physically sick 
people 0.133 0.020 0.199 0.169 0.147 
264. Physically 
disabled people 0.095 0.069 0.206 0.204 0.149 
261. Very old people 0.118 0.086 0.273 0.203 0.121 
49. Elementary 
school teacher 0.285 0.119 0.301 0.233 0.064 
112. School principal 0.550 0.156 0.114 0.257 0.224 
188. Teaching adults 0.284 0.240 0.188 0.183 0.191 
206. Taking care of 
children 0.175 0.131 0.336 0.177 0.058 
251. High school 
students 0.214 0.092 0.221 0.259 0.113 
269. People who live 
dangerously 0.088 0.059 0.110 0.234 0.092 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts 0.053 0.047 0.333 0.070 -0.043 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.178 0.076 0.237 0.190 0.051 
115. Sculptor 0.178 0.285 0.289 0.468 0.251 
141. Art 0.031 0.233 0.377 0.205 0.062 
26. Cartoonist 0.149 0.218 0.169 0.473 0.230 
232. Art galleries 0.050 0.397 0.378 0.182 0.131 
171. Sociology 0.311 0.290 0.333 0.258 0.059 
152. Health 
education 0.178 0.020 0.327 0.325 0.151 
104. Psychologist 0.357 0.157 0.144 0.199 0.154 
234. Symphony 
concerts 0.074 0.312 0.231 0.178 0.160 
263. Musical 
geniuses 0.140 0.174 0.253 0.214 0.155 
255. Nonconformists -0.001 0.311 0.162 0.225 0.166 
175. Making a 
speech 0.223 0.297 0.060 0.069 0.149 
Table 3A (continued) 
179 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-ENTR 4-NATR 5-SCI/RSC 
169. Public speaking 0.346 0.311 0.152 0.119 0.065 
22. Building 
contractor 0.383 -0.031 0.076 0.418 0.177 
240. Popular 
mechanics magazines 0.121 -0.009 -0.105 0.324 0.355 
15. Auto racer 0.087 0.020 -0.041 0.224 0.134 
242. Attending 
lectures 0.138 0.366 0.192 0.144 0.294 
33. College professor 0.311 0.338 -0.049 0.190 0.343 
Table 3A (continued) 
180 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 6-MEDTEC 7-POL/OSPK 8-MILIT 9-MEDS/S 10-MATH 
23. Business teacher 0.190 0.316 0.237 0.178 0.197 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce 0.251 0.486 0.280 0.139 0.125 
50. Employment 
manager 0.388 0.388 0.219 0.116 0.006 
89. Office manager 0.448 0.259 0.205 0.086 0.114 
105. Public relations 
director 0.278 0.402 0.162 0.086 -0.082 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 0.012 0.344 0.162 0.185 0.029 
54. Financial analyst 0.062 0.287 0.117 0.275 0.333 
110. Retailer 0.386 0.183 0.113 0.143 0.062 
107. Realtor 0.349 0.237 0.242 0.234 0.091 
75. Life insurance 
agent 0.298 0.262 0.227 0.123 0.048 
156. Literature 0.039 0.305 0.000 0.030 0.009 
150. English 
composition/W riting 0.039 0.266 -0.025 0.019 0.068 
46. Editor 0.116 0.339 0.063 0.054 0.081 
60. Free-lance writer 0.075 0.306 0.013 0.109 0.135 
180. Writing reports 0.107 0.289 0.074 -0.030 0.092 
74. Librarian 0.399 0.169 0.042 0.044 0.097 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers 0.239 0.135 -0.074 -0.001 -0.073 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store 0.208 0.032 -0.043 -0.048 -0.103 
245. Preparing 
dinner for guests 0.229 0.203 0.057 0.070 -0.062 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat 0.278 0.083 0.055 0.142 -0.023 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise 0.218 0.138 0.111 0.066 -0.067 
219. Living in a city 0.064 0.158 0.019 0.014 0.026 
59. Forest ranger 0.235 0.159 0.278 0.306 0.109 
106. Rancher 0.226 0.236 0.310 0.424 0.143 
161. Nature study 0.182 0.126 0.168 0.222 0.086 
201. Cabinetmaking 0.299 0.097 0.163 0.376 0.192 
Table 3 A (continued) 
181 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 6-MEDTEC 7-POIVOSPK 8-MILIT 9-MEDS/S 10-MATH 
244. Camping 0.216 0.194 0.260 0.227 0.096 
143. Botany 0.221 0.118 0.088 0.350 0.182 
114. Scientific 
research worker 0.198 0.221 0.140 0.330 0.423 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments 0.165 0.179 0.248 0.405 0.424 
176. Doing research 
work 0.065 0.222 0.103 0.078 0.328 
113. Scientific 
illustrator 0.288 0.271 0.156 0.363 0.363 
122. Statistician 0.295 0.264 0.199 0.170 0.468 
191. Making 
statistical charts 0.277 0.300 0.206 0.167 0.392 
9. Astronomer -0.011 0.175 0.157 0.267 0.275 
108. Receptionist 0.631 0.171 0.190 0.099 0.037 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly 0.627 0.186 0.260 0.215 0.115 
133. X-Ray 
technician 0.594 0.114 0.217 0.412 0.119 
42. Dental assistant 0.578 0.142 0.228 0.297 -0.006 
72. Laboratory 
technician 0.567 0.134 0.239 0.329 0.252 
100. Politician 0.075 0.626 0.319 0.238 0.113 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.008 0.619 0.188 0.103 0.126 
231. Electioneering 
for office 0.222 0.600 0.338 0.104 0.158 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.205 0.567 0.195 0.156 0.012 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.038 0.525 0.157 0.082 0.081 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.061 0.523 0.139 0.170 0.128 
249. Organizing a 
play 0.207 0.483 0.148 0.106 0.009 
Table 3A (continued) 
182 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 6-MEDTEC 7-POL/OSPK 8-MILIT 9-MEDS/S 10-MATH 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.268 0.469 0.202 0.171 0.000 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas 0.048 0.330 -0.032 0.046 0.058 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.251 0.306 0.868 0.236 0.085 
196. Drilling 
soldiers 0.230 0.321 0.846 0.256 0.098 
159. Military drill 0.302 0.284 0.811 0.268 0.177 
99. Police officer 0.265 0.371 0.540 0.368 0.109 
124. Surgeon 0.101 0.228 0.209 0.704 0.262 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.166 0.151 0.170 0.700 0.137 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.461 0.214 0.293 0.637 0.140 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.486 0.147 0.301 0.573 0.058 
166. Physiology 0.169 0.184 0.118 0.496 0.258 
151. Geometry 0.055 0.185 0.107 0.251 0.851 
138. Algebra 0.045 0.100 0.063 0.210 0.786 
165. Physics 0.046 0.194 0.137 0.307 0.653 
148. Computer 
science 0.130 0.151 0.137 0.171 0.491 
164. Physical 
education 0.248 0.087 0.310 0.318 0.027 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.176 0.209 0.240 0.235 0.018 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.130 0.340 0.294 0.282 0.092 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper 0.142 0.135 0.313 0.259 0.058 
221. Golf 0.058 0.120 0.192 0.206 0.100 
202. Bargaining 0.229 0.268 0.216 0.240 0.068 
85. Newspaper 
reporter 0.072 0.423 0.144 0.151 0.116 
128. TV announcer 0.160 0.332 0.187 0.181 -0.004 
136. Acting 0.094 0.236 0.098 0.035 -0.098 
Table 3A (continued) 
183 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 6-MEDTEC 7-POL/OSPK 8-MILIT 9-MEDS/S 10-MATH 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.148 0.317 0.413 0.375 0.031 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.106 0.419 0.258 0.178 0.079 
40. Dance teacher 0.258 0.186 0.093 0.092 -0.032 
259. Physically sick 
people 0.281 0.205 0.126 0.301 0.035 
264. Physically 
disabled people 0.260 0.174 0.042 0.246 0.055 
261. Very old people 0.240 0.202 0.106 0.199 -0.014 
49. Elementary 
school teacher 0.349 0.211 0.085 0.096 0.053 
112. School 
principal 0.278 0.427 0.260 0.250 0.220 
188. Teaching adults 0.177 0.302 0.113 0.152 0.095 
206. Taking care of 
children 0.279 0.227 0.044 0.118 0.033 
251. High school 
students 0.233 0.243 0.148 0.185 -0.008 
269. People who live 
dangerously 0.025 0.198 0.135 0.210 0.018 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts 0.030 0.117 0.029 0.060 -0.108 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.092 0.233 0.144 0.172 0.006 
115. Sculptor 0.146 0.266 0.105 0.287 0.126 
141. Art 0.078 0.109 -0.009 0.065 0.032 
26. Cartoonist 0.159 0.124 0.114 0.280 0.145 
232. Art galleries 0.097 0.232 -0.015 -0.049 0.032 
171. Sociology 0.255 0.314 0.101 0.109 -0.012 
152. Health 
education 0.311 0.136 0.112 0.417 0.091 
104. Psychologist 0.186 0.318 0.146 0.240 0.033 
234. Symphony 
concerts 0.051 0.190 0.014 0.062 0.082 
263. Musical 
geniuses 0.103 0.202 0.074 0.184 0.082 
255. Nonconformists -0.012 0.263 0.005 0.043 0.097 
Table 3 A (continued) 
184 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 
175. Making a 
speech 
169. Public speaking 
22. Building 
contractor 
240. Popular 
mechanics 
magazines 
15. Auto racer 
242. Attending 
lectures 
33. College 
professor 
6-MEDTEC 7-POL/OSPK 8-MILIT 9-MEDS/S 10-MATH 
-0.054 
0.038 
0.225 
0.175 
0.000 
0.127 
0.023 
0.434 
0.475 
0.274 
0.149 
0.161 
0.330 
0.281 
0.173 
0.168 
0.269 
0.389 
0.297 
0.029 
0.086 
0.087 
0.106 
0.357 
0.319 
0.277 
0.102 
0.163 
0.082 
0.054 
0.183 
0.271 
0.055 
0.128 
0.225 
Table 3 A (continued) 
185 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 11-ATHL 12-PRFART 13-SPNDP 14-TCH/EDU 15-ADV 
23. Business teacher 0.277 0.243 0.124 0.299 -0.112 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce 0.214 0.406 0.209 0.216 -0.099 
50. Employment 
manager 0.241 0.334 0.286 0.313 -0.072 
89. Office manager 0.232 0.212 0.190 0.188 -0.156 
105. Public relations 
director 0.248 0.483 0.331 0.323 0.000 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 0.176 0.367 0.036 0.204 0.076 
54. Financial analyst 0.217 0.237 -0.027 0.033 -0.061 
110. Retailer 0.234 0.246 0.246 0.129 -0.001 
107. Realtor 0.255 0.215 0.193 0.158 0.007 
75. Life insurance 
agent 0.182 0.184 0.143 0.172 -0.162 
156. Literature 0.040 0.249 0.118 0.246 0.023 
150. English 
composition/W riting 0.006 0.219 0.163 0.209 -0.020 
46. Editor 0.086 0.434 0.126 0.235 -0.143 
60. Free-lance writer 0.045 0.471 0.146 0.244 0.044 
180. Writing reports 0.078 0.090 0.175 0.193 -0.124 
74. Librarian 0.044 0.145 0.155 0.285 -0.284 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers -0.025 0.180 0.184 0.129 -0.061 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store 0.103 0.201 0.179 0.080 0.138 
245. Preparing 
dinner for guests 0.194 0.139 0.274 0.277 0.010 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat 0.196 0.071 0.182 0.138 -0.024 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise 0.160 0.271 0.185 0.029 0.162 
219. Living in a city 0.119 0.191 0.097 0.160 0.052 
59. Forest ranger 0.311 0.251 0.169 0.188 0.144 
106. Rancher 0.357 0.313 0.192 0.190 0.149 
161. Nature study 0.258 0.128 0.172 0.152 0.043 
201. Cabinetmaking 0.237 0.153 0.181 0.132 0.019 
Table 3 A (continued) 
186 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 11-ATHL 12-PRFART 13-SPNDP 14-TCH/EDU 15-ADV 
244. Camping 0.331 0.113 0.148 0.195 0.136 
143. Botany 0.156 0.114 0.207 0.165 -0.050 
114. Scientific 
research worker 0.125 0.121 0.161 0.133 -0.103 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments 0.227 0.057 0.178 0.129 0.107 
176. Doing research 
work 0.059 -0.005 0.094 0.120 -0.124 
113. Scientific 
illustrator 0.151 0.297 0.238 0.220 -0.124 
122. Statistician 0.146 0.113 0.064 0.031 -0.307 
191. Making 
statistical charts 0.173 0.078 0.161 0.020 -0.241 
9. Astronomer 0.167 0.250 0.009 0.066 0.106 
108. Receptionist 0.164 0.166 0.271 0.187 -0.120 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly 0.229 0.139 0.284 0.208 -0.074 
133. X-Ray 
technician 0.293 0.150 0.175 0.124 -0.010 
42. Dental assistant 0.260 0.126 0.236 0.204 -0.063 
72. Laboratory 
technician 0.218 0.127 0.173 0.111 -0.099 
100. Politician 0.151 0.412 0.169 0.225 -0.038 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.155 0.270 0.147 0.178 -0.001 
231. Electioneering 
for office 0.216 0.290 0.241 0.213 -0.106 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.267 0.338 0.290 0.256 -0.087 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.099 0.206 0.143 0.183 0.131 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.177 0.154 0.061 0.204 0.237 
249. Organizing a 
play 0.224 0.467 0.293 0.302 -0.087 
Table 3A (continued) 
187 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 11-ATHL 12-PRFART 13-SPNDP 14-TCH/EDU 15-ADV 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.311 0.246 0.383 0.272 -0.092 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas 0.005 0.183 0.228 0.075 0.147 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.377 0.210 0.158 0.125 0.073 
196. Drilling 
soldiers 0.364 0.242 0.132 0.111 0.037 
159. Military drill 0.365 0.183 0.156 0.103 -0.004 
99. Police officer 0.341 0.341 0.208 0.187 0.155 
124. Surgeon 0.193 0.318 0.173 0.143 0.063 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.274 0.111 0.280 0.110 0.180 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.443 0.127 0.381 0.253 0.038 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.399 0.116 0.359 0.139 0.062 
166. Physiology 0.257 0.151 0.238 0.204 0.017 
151. Geometry 0.072 0.061 0.036 0.075 -0.077 
138. Algebra 0.040 -0.033 -0.010 0.068 -0.091 
165. Physics 0.101 0.026 0.040 0.109 -0.002 
148. Computer 
science 0.109 0.066 -0.007 0.033 -0.028 
164. Physical 
education 0.657 0.206 0.169 0.146 0.145 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.644 0.211 0.159 0.160 0.165 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.617 0.189 0.142 0.279 0.188 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper 0.608 0.131 0.114 0.138 0.093 
221. Golf 0.387 0.236 -0.013 0.054 0.040 
202. Bargaining 0.315 0.118 0.161 0.078 0.166 
85. Newspaper 
reporter 0.140 0.666 0.124 0.238 0.056 
128. TV announcer 0.267 0.664 0.138 0.198 0.098 
136. Acting 0.153 0.545 0.084 0.120 0.132 
Table 3A (continued) 
188 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 11-ATHL 12-PRFART 13-SPNDP 14-TCH/EDU 15-ADV 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.314 0.501 0.206 0.136 0.284 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.162 0.477 0.182 0.193 0.020 
40. Dance teacher 0.176 0.470 0.187 0.219 0.075 
259. Physically sick 
people 0.138 0.063 0.748 0.211 -0.035 
264. Physically 
disabled people 0.128 0.063 0.741 0.222 -0.002 
261. Very old 
people 0.203 0.061 0.681 0.293 0.022 
49. Elementary 
school teacher 0.170 0.183 0.261 0.666 -0.117 
112. School 
principal 0.265 0.284 0.214 0.578 -0.218 
188. Teaching adults 0.207 0.167 0.305 0.510 -0.089 
206. Taking care of 
children 0.256 0.099 0.304 0.494 -0.134 
251. High school 
students 0.275 0.158 0.352 0.480 0.021 
269. People who 
live dangerously 0.206 0.256 0.142 0.067 0.531 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts 0.298 0.307 0.160 0.154 0.360 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.240 0.194 0.123 0.106 0.332 
115. Sculptor 0.124 0.483 0.238 0.181 0.093 
141. Art 0.086 0.241 0.109 0.118 0.122 
26. Cartoonist 0.194 0.437 0.223 0.172 0.064 
232. Art galleries 0.011 0.190 0.104 0.157 0.021 
171. Sociology 0.215 0.262 0.245 0.312 -0.022 
152. Health 
education 0.323 0.120 0.289 0.189 -0.030 
104. Psychologist 0.131 0.388 0.222 0.230 0.015 
234. Symphony 
concerts 0.060 0.176 0.106 0.190 -0.023 
263. Musical 
geniuses 0.186 0.247 0.225 0.143 0.164 
Table 3A (continued) 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 11-ATHL 12-PRFART 13-SPNDP 14-TCH/EDU 15-ADV 
255. 
Nonconformists -0.001 0.220 0.177 0.099 0.253 
175. Making a 
speech 0.152 0.255 0.161 0.274 -0.007 
169. Public speaking 0.203 0.349 0.157 0.322 0.032 
22. Building 
contractor 0.281 0.247 0.135 0.093 0.004 
240. Popular 
mechanics 
magazines 0.314 0.032 0.100 0.032 0.116 
15. Auto racer 0.331 0.332 0.068 0.057 0.444 
242. Attending 
lectures 0.107 0.111 0.218 0.324 -0.064 
33. College 
professor 0.070 0.200 0.075 0.423 -0.158 
Table 3A (continued) 
190 
As Am-100 Factors 
Items 16-CRART 17-HLT/SOC 18-FNART 19-PBLSPK 
23. Business teacher -0.022 0.096 0.031 0.130 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce 0.043 0.193 -0.037 0.050 
50. Employment 
manager -0.003 0.279 0.003 0.158 
89. Office manager -0.002 0.169 -0.084 0.076 
105. Public relations 
director 0.111 0.357 0.020 0.200 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 0.052 0.203 0.093 0.072 
54. Financial analyst -0.015 0.035 0.032 -0.125 
110. Retailer 0.109 0.116 -0.139 0.015 
107. Realtor 0.077 0.148 -0.060 0.042 
75. Life insurance 
agent 0.006 0.110 -0.018 0.079 
156. Literature 0.317 0.264 0.414 0.129 
150. English 
composition/^ riting 0.236 0.213 0.301 0.220 
46. Editor 0.229 -0.002 0.204 0.075 
60. Free-lance 
writer 0.385 0.051 0.268 -0.020 
180. Writing reports -0.009 0.051 0.186 0.247 
74. Librarian 0.150 0.064 0.105 -0.058 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers 0.332 0.183 0.294 0.117 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store 0.230 0.170 0.128 0.123 
245. Preparing 
dinner for guests 0.149 0.107 0.201 0.241 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat 0.245 0.288 0.124 0.209 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise 0.161 0.154 -0.120 0.074 
219. Living in a city 0.048 0.075 0.083 0.046 
59. Forest ranger 0.287 0.156 -0.022 -0.088 
106. Rancher 0.307 0.104 -0.047 -0.134 
161. Nature study 0.299 0.312 0.211 0.104 
Table 3 A (continued) 
191 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 16-CRART 17-HLT/SOC 18-FNART 19-PBLSPK 
201. Cabinetmaking 0.358 0.087 0.100 0.004 
244. Camping 0.088 0.185 0.038 0.179 
143. Botany 0.267 0.304 0.245 0.045 
114. Scientific 
research worker 0.166 0.034 0.119 -0.107 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments 0.102 0.133 0.148 0.045 
176. Doing research 
work 0.017 -0.032 0.178 0.098 
113. Scientific 
illustrator 0.371 0.049 0.141 -0.113 
122. Statistician -0.057 -0.016 -0.006 -0.207 
191. Making 
statistical charts 0.022 0.056 0.011 0.009 
9. Astronomer 0.234 0.041 0.195 -0.161 
108. Receptionist 0.127 0.171 -0.033 0.053 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly 0.091 0.105 -0.083 0.047 
133. X-Ray 
technician 0.121 0.226 -0.152 -0.168 
42. Dental assistant 0.096 0.189 -0.061 0.020 
72. Laboratory 
technician 0.039 0.070 -0.095 -0.208 
100. Politician -0.004 0.287 -0.007 0.090 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.094 0.166 0.181 0.138 
231. Electioneering 
for office -0.009 0.134 0.132 0.174 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.071 0.335 0.250 0.291 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.093 0.026 0.092 0.172 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.057 0.066 0.073 0.105 
Table 3 A (continued) 
192 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 16-CRART 17-HLT/SOC 18-FNART 19-PBLSPK 
249. Organizing a 
play 0.187 0.179 0.428 0.340 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.063 0.163 0.137 0.235 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas 0.056 0.040 0.242 0.212 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.084 0.118 -0.069 0.094 
196. Drilling 
soldiers 0.060 0.079 -0.080 0.067 
159. Military drill 0.048 0.128 -0.069 0.108 
99. Police officer 0.150 0.228 -0.224 0.003 
124. Surgeon 0.179 0.144 0.035 -0.069 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.184 0.245 0.054 0.043 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.133 0.267 -0.048 0.181 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.224 0.253 -0.099 0.124 
166. Physiology 0.178 0.485 0.169 0.094 
151. Geometry 0.122 -0.006 0.112 -0.027 
138. Algebra 0.071 -0.041 0.115 -0.080 
165. Physics 0.137 0.095 0.117 -0.051 
148. Computer 
science 0.050 -0.009 0.053 -0.072 
164. Physical 
education 0.172 0.384 -0.079 0.161 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.094 0.198 0.075 0.166 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.052 0.185 0.089 0.194 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper 0.021 0.032 -0.078 -0.026 
221. Golf 0.054 0.082 -0.011 -0.033 
202. Bargaining 0.144 0.134 -0.034 0.182 
85. Newspaper 
reporter 0.248 0.124 0.106 -0.024 
128. TV announcer 0.214 0.205 0.054 0.096 
Table 3 A (continued) 
193 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 16-CRART 17-HLT/SOC 18-FNART 19-PBLSPK 
136. Acting 0.368 0.228 0.309 0.306 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.289 0.246 -0.144 -0.031 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.155 0.098 0.143 -0.020 
40. Dance teacher 0.381 0.237 0.225 0.141 
259. Physically sick 
people 0.055 0.122 0.051 0.125 
264. Physically 
disabled people 0.103 0.169 0.098 0.175 
261. Very old 
people 0.099 0.209 0.088 0.195 
49. Elementary 
school teacher 0.089 0.186 0.061 0.128 
112. School 
principal 0.024 0.178 -0.004 0.113 
188. Teaching 
adults 0.120 0.142 0.151 0.281 
206. Taking care of 
children 0.045 0.144 0.152 0.201 
251. High school 
students 0.075 0.232 0.097 0.234 
269. People who 
live dangerously 0.230 0.163 0.088 0.055 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts 0.168 0.205 0.229 0.107 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.137 0.106 0.149 0.161 
115. Sculptor 0.756 0.116 0.282 0.019 
141. Art 0.694 0.189 0.364 0.138 
26. Cartoonist 0.564 0.030 0.167 -0.074 
232. Art galleries 0.506 0.175 0.490 0.118 
171. Sociology 0.130 0.600 0.155 0.197 
152. Health 
education 0.193 0.487 0.042 0.221 
104. Psychologist 0.201 0.446 0.120 0.083 
234. Symphony 
concerts 0.272 0.175 0.521 0.094 
Table 3A (continued) 
194 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 16-CRART 17-HLT/SOC 18-FNART 19-PBLSPK 
263. Musical 
geniuses 0.304 0.125 0.512 0.182 
255. 
Nonconformists 0.321 0.065 0.356 0.072 
175. Making a 
speech 0.058 0.124 0.221 0.578 
169. Public 
speaking 0.058 0.367 0.220 0.525 
22. Building 
contractor 0.150 0.079 -0.085 -0.074 
240. Popular 
mechanics 
magazines 0.075 0.031 -0.062 -0.056 
15. Auto racer 0.219 0.186 -0.081 -0.061 
242. Attending 
lectures 0.128 0.210 0.352 0.198 
33. College 
professor 0.086 0.055 0.217 0.093 
Table 3 A (continued) 
195 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 20-MECH 21-UN 22-ACADM 
23. Business teacher 0.110 0.034 0.153 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce 0.068 0.114 0.326 
50. Employment 
manager -0.046 0.049 0.178 
89. Office manager -0.032 0.028 0.122 
105. Public relations 
director -0.026 0.026 0.236 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 0.108 0.127 0.115 
54. Financial analyst 0.198 0.106 -0.018 
110. Retailer 0.077 0.233 0.074 
107. Realtor 0.147 0.380 0.063 
75. Life insurance 
agent 0.073 0.272 0.130 
156. Literature -0.070 -0.152 0.195 
150. English 
composition/W riting -0.027 -0.131 0.176 
46. Editor -0.056 -0.231 0.480 
60. Free-lance 
writer 0.015 -0.171 0.415 
180. Writing reports 0.064 -0.156 0.208 
74. Librarian -0.142 -0.087 0.305 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers -0.127 -0.222 0.090 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store 
-0.054 -0.056 0.003 
245. Preparing 
dinner for guests 0.037 -0.176 0.076 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat 0.102 -0.032 0.040 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise 0.126 0.105 0.011 
219. Living in a city 0.021 -0.027 0.118 
59. Forest ranger 0.204 0.018 0.135 
106. Rancher 0.321 0.164 0.053 
161. Nature study 0.101 -0.019 0.141 
Table 3 A (continued) 
196 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 20-MECH 21-UN 22-ACADM 
201. Cabinetmaking 0.462 -0.097 0.099 
244. Camping 0.168 -0.007 0.082 
143. Botany 0.088 -0.012 0.090 
114. Scientific 
research worker 0.048 -0.038 0.235 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments 0.326 -0.056 0.183 
176. Doing research 
work 0.013 -0.134 0.232 
113. Scientific 
illustrator 0.093 -0.087 0.317 
122. Statistician -0.078 -0.060 0.033 
191. Making 
statistical charts 0.008 -0.148 0.002 
9. Astronomer 0.184 0.017 0.149 
108. Receptionist -0.029 -0.018 0.056 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly 0.061 -0.043 0.064 
133. X-Ray 
technician 0.112 0.226 -0.002 
42. Dental assistant 0.103 0.133 0.068 
72. Laboratory 
technician 0.122 0.106 0.126 
100. Politician 0.200 0.188 0.240 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.090 -0.097 0.195 
231. Electioneering 
for office 0.210 -0.025 0.265 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.135 -0.152 0.282 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.021 0.016 0.135 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.021 0.037 0.092 
Table 3 A (continued) 
197 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 20-MECH 21-UN 22-ACADM 
249. Organizing a 
play 0.156 -0.296 0.276 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.001 -0.107 0.161 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas -0.121 -0.098 0.182 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.222 0.070 0.051 
196. Drilling 
soldiers 0.267 0.087 0.075 
159. Military drill 0.202 0.083 0.075 
99. Police officer 0.169 0.243 0.052 
124. Surgeon 0.200 0.200 0.125 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.210 0.067 0.035 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.112 -0.070 0.015 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.161 -0.082 -0.014 
166. Physiology 0.121 0.109 0.198 
151. Geometry 0.117 -0.050 0.117 
138. Algebra 0.090 -0.020 0.005 
165. Physics 0.235 0.106 0.184 
148. Computer 
science 0.090 0.022 0.019 
164. Physical 
education 0.139 0.093 -0.028 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.138 -0.025 0.025 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.183 0.064 -0.003 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper 0.264 0.097 -0.001 
221. Golf 0.249 0.163 0.104 
202. Bargaining 0.184 0.119 -0.084 
85. Newspaper 
reporter -0.041 -0.018 0.359 
128. TV announcer 0.078 0.047 0.143 
Table 3 A (continued) 
198 
AsAm-100 F actors 
Items 20-MECH 21-UN 22-ACADM 
136. Acting 0.079 -0.060 0.054 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.162 0.230 0.030 
58. Foreign service 
officer -0.029 -0.039 0.304 
40. Dance teacher 0.037 -0.146 0.108 
259. Physically sick 
people 0.003 -0.095 0.131 
264. Physically 
disabled people -0.006 -0.123 0.110 
261. Very old 
people 0.086 -0.026 0.059 
49. Elementary 
school teacher -0.038 -0.099 0.179 
112. School 
principal 0.018 0.085 0.329 
188. Teaching 
adults -0.058 -0.128 0.341 
206. Taking care of 
children -0.024 -0.133 -0.091 
251. High school 
students 0.160 -0.028 0.165 
269. People who 
live dangerously 0.186 0.062 0.047 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts 0.217 -0.035 0.059 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.063 -0.073 0.123 
115. Sculptor 0.159 -0.151 0.255 
141. Art 0.091 -0.103 0.125 
26. Cartoonist 0.154 -0.203 0.238 
232. Art galleries 0.073 -0.130 0.340 
171. Sociology 0.035 -0.126 0.187 
152. Health 
education -0.049 -0.021 0.013 
104. Psychologist -0.035 0.046 0.234 
234. Symphony 
concerts 0.031 -0.128 0.251 
Table 3A (continued) 
AsAm-100 Factors 
Items 20-MECH 21-UN 22-ACADM 
263. Musical 
geniuses 0.065 -0.100 0.134 
255. 
Nonconformists 0.088 -0.232 0.188 
175. Making a 
speech 0.035 -0.067 0.271 
169. Public 
speaking 0.033 -0.008 0.209 
22. Building 
contractor 0.515 0.197 0.071 
240. Popular 
mechanics 
magazines 0.489 0.116 0.032 
15. Auto racer 0.445 0.236 -0.043 
242. Attending 
lectures 0.007 -0.130 0.495 
33. College 
professor -0.090 -0.095 0.478 
200 
Table 4A 
Structure Matrix of CAm-100 Factors with Factor Item Content Shown in Boldface type 
CAm-100 Factors 
Items 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-NATR 4-CRART 5-ENTR 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce 0.632 0.223 0.106 0.208 -0.009 
105. Public relations 
director 0.603 0.275 0.066 0.315 0.139 
50. Employment 
manager 0.595 0.153 0.022 0.098 0.076 
23. Business teacher 0.544 0.114 0.004 0.033 -0.149 
89. Office manager 0.541 0.099 0.009 0.012 0.027 
110. Retailer 0.527 0.090 0.106 0.167 0.126 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise 0.518 0.086 0.022 0.204 0.285 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 0.514 0.170 0.036 0.183 -0.149 
107. Realtor 0.497 0.032 0.159 0.145 0.055 
22. Building 
contractor 0.370 -0.075 0.342 0.147 -0.187 
75. Life insurance 
agent 0.364 0.026 0.040 0.014 -0.033 
202. Bargaining 0.291 0.019 0.151 0.137 0.171 
150. English 
composition/W riting 0.086 0.728 0.035 0.323 0.164 
60. Free-lance writer 0.160 0.698 0.220 0.520 0.008 
46. Editor 0.271 0.698 0.100 0.371 -0.027 
156. Literature 0.036 0.678 0.103 0.367 0.186 
85. Newspaper 
reporter 0.333 0.613 0.184 0.505 -0.005 
180. Writing reports 0.152 0.587 -0.045 0.098 0.062 
74. Librarian 0.063 0.444 0.143 0.178 0.135 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.366 0.388 0.283 0.367 -0.134 
59. Forest ranger 0.068 0.055 0.784 0.231 -0.096 
106. Rancher 0.168 0.005 0.663 0.229 -0.078 
161. Nature study -0.053 0.154 0.587 0.215 0.162 
244. Camping -0.027 -0.032 0.484 0.092 0.044 
201. Cabinetmaking 0.048 0.003 0.435 0.227 -0.042 
115. Sculptor 0.059 0.358 0.318 0.699 0.175 
Table 4A (continued) 
201 
CAm-100 Factors 
Items 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-NATR 4-CRART 5-ENTR 
26. Cartoonist 0.138 0.310 0.307 0.614 0.036 
136. Acting 0.180 0.321 0.093 0.593 0.195 
141. Art -0.030 0.349 0.171 0.573 0.321 
128. TV announcer 0.475 0.286 0.125 0.518 0.020 
249. Organizing a 
play 0.231 0.426 0.071 0.482 0.285 
40. Dance teacher 0.143 0.223 0.125 0.458 0.409 
263. Musical 
geniuses 0.067 0.282 0.119 0.402 0.167 
104. Psychologist 0.313 0.311 0.119 0.385 0.069 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers 0.024 0.236 0.076 0.310 0.652 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store 0.171 0.156 -0.128 0.181 0.543 
245. Preparing dinner 
for guests 0.089 0.173 0.034 0.189 0.452 
114. Scientific 
research worker 0.007 0.196 0.341 0.192 -0.149 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments -0.039 0.062 0.352 0.141 -0.122 
113. Scientific 
illustrator 0.062 0.252 0.358 0.423 -0.071 
72. Laboratory 
technician 0.156 0.040 0.289 0.097 -0.060 
143. Botany -0.019 0.171 0.479 0.187 0.084 
9. Astronomer 0.032 0.166 0.388 0.268 -0.162 
176. Doing research 
work -0.005 0.367 0.075 0.029 -0.017 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.222 -0.032 0.216 0.054 -0.136 
196. Drilling soldiers 0.297 -0.023 0.238 0.082 -0.189 
159. Military drill 0.248 -0.038 0.254 0.056 -0.150 
99. Police officer 0.333 -0.034 0.344 0.158 -0.189 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.205 -0.048 0.243 0.152 0.012 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.271 0.004 0.171 0.123 -0.018 
Table 4A (continued) 
202 
CAm-100 Factors 
Items 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-NATR 4-CRART 5-ENTR 
164. Physical 
education 0.195 -0.038 0.317 0.163 0.108 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper 0.214 -0.026 0.129 0.015 -0.251 
221. Golf 0.267 -0.054 0.100 0.092 -0.091 
124. Surgeon 0.224 0.052 0.284 0.282 -0.134 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.011 -0.024 0.222 0.138 0.036 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.063 -0.023 0.304 0.141 0.232 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.450 0.039 0.340 0.300 -0.192 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.071 -0.013 0.279 0.148 0.243 
15. Auto racer 0.247 -0.117 0.328 0.214 -0.222 
100. Politician 0.439 0.197 0.113 0.226 -0.182 
231. Electioneering 
for office 0.393 0.191 0.066 0.198 -0.009 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.242 0.355 0.065 0.186 -0.136 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.396 0.284 0.115 0.214 0.150 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.154 0.228 0.028 0.123 -0.040 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.261 0.123 0.064 0.142 0.262 
151. Geometry 0.026 0.080 0.153 0.040 -0.150 
138. Algebra 0.041 0.018 0.066 -0.041 -0.145 
165. Physics 0.026 0.055 0.261 0.092 -0.236 
148. Computer 
science 0.182 0.096 0.112 0.016 -0.147 
49. Elementary 
school teacher 0.200 0.187 0.129 0.204 0.228 
112. School principal 0.461 0.216 0.145 0.217 -0.031 
188. Teaching adults 0.162 0.305 0.059 0.137 0.079 
Table 4A (continued) 
203 
CAm-100 Factors 
Items 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-NATR 4-CRART 5-ENTR 
206. Taking care of 
children 0.059 0.119 0.089 0.120 0.369 
251. High school 
students 0.190 0.098 0.096 0.092 0.118 
33. College professor 0.198 0.397 0.104 0.216 -0.137 
264. Physically 
disabled people 0.007 0.087 0.118 0.101 0.262 
259. Physically sick 
people -0.026 0.037 0.081 0.036 0.239 
261. Very old people 0.037 0.062 0.122 0.066 0.255 
255. Nonconformists -0.038 0.381 0.115 0.330 0.078 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.201 0.213 0.015 0.126 -0.089 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas 0.102 0.285 0.051 0.217 0.073 
269. People who live 
dangerously 0.165 0.060 0.260 0.255 -0.060 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.178 0.148 0.120 0.195 0.082 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts 0.114 0.155 0.073 0.322 0.217 
133. X-Ray 
technician 0.217 -0.032 0.228 0.117 0.058 
108. Receptionist 0.269 0.070 0.029 0.058 0.266 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly 0.116 0.023 0.149 0.070 0.155 
42. Dental assistant 0.157 -0.021 0.129 0.089 0.156 
169. Public speaking 0.337 0.357 0.043 0.283 0.043 
175. Making a 
speech 0.220 0.321 -0.011 0.173 -0.040 
191. Making 
statistical charts 0.173 0.126 0.043 -0.046 -0.094 
122. Statistician 0.248 0.100 0.083 -0.017 -0.195 
54. Financial analyst 0.473 0.091 0.069 0.047 -0.205 
232. Art galleries -0.012 0.434 0.093 0.427 0.291 
234. Symphony 
concerts -0.004 0.368 0.058 0.269 0.183 
Table 4 A (continued) 
204 
CAm-100 Factors 
Items 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-NATR 4-CRART 5-ENTR 
242. Attending 
lectures 0.067 0.410 0.061 0.194 0.139 
219. Living in a city 0.151 0.208 -0.187 0.178 0.109 
152. Health 
education 0.144 0.076 0.189 0.138 0.310 
166. Physiology 0.065 0.134 0.303 0.192 0.066 
171. Sociology 0.249 0.374 0.109 0.283 0.194 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat 0.068 0.145 0.142 0.161 0.394 
240. Popular 
mechanics magazines 0.128 -0.116 0.310 0.033 -0.306 
Table 4A (continued) 
205 
CAm-100 Factors 
Items 6-SCI/RSC 7-MILIT 8-ATHL 9-MEDS/S lO-POUCIV 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce 0.036 0.190 0.173 0.171 0.458 
105. Public relations 
director -0.026 0.148 0.165 0.151 0.419 
50. Employment 
manager -0.060 0.168 0.131 0.116 0.253 
23. Business teacher 0.010 0.159 0.197 0.146 0.163 
89. Office manager -0.001 0.172 0.110 0.085 0.128 
110. Retailer 0.050 0.169 0.156 0.121 0.178 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise -0.071 0.092 0.117 0.091 0.141 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 0.063 0.164 0.173 0.326 0.335 
107. Realtor 0.024 0.177 0.178 0.176 0.199 
22. Building 
contractor 0.176 0.257 0.265 0.337 0.126 
75. Life insurance 
agent -0.009 0.165 0.136 0.102 0.183 
202. Bargaining 0.012 0.154 0.218 0.173 0.253 
150. English 
composition/W riting 0.100 -0.036 -0.085 -0.040 0.221 
60. Free-lance writer 0.242 -0.025 -0.037 0.073 0.234 
46. Editor 0.219 -0.022 -0.075 0.047 0.284 
156. Literature 0.158 -0.077 -0.119 -0.037 0.214 
85. Newspaper 
reporter 0.191 0.050 0.055 0.153 0.376 
180. Writing reports 0.177 0010 -0.050 -0.030 0.256 
74. Librarian 0.225 -0.081 -0.197 -0.118 0.035 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.216 0.206 0.056 0.264 0.381 
59. Forest ranger 0.318 0.211 0.201 0.272 0.026 
106. Rancher 0.227 0.264 0.252 0.314 0.073 
161. Nature study 0.355 0.035 0.048 0.114 0.035 
244. Camping 0.249 0.128 0.184 0.181 0.008 
201. Cabinetmaking 0.341 0.170 0.150 0.249 -0.003 
115. Sculptor 0.316 -0.012 -0.022 0.156 0.112 
26. Cartoonist 0.275 0.052 0.123 0.201 0.104 
136. Acting 0.043 0.047 0.058 0.115 0.232 
Table 4A (continued) 
206 
CAm-100 Factors 
Items 6-SCI/RSC 7-MILIT 8-ATHL 9-MEDS/S îo-poL/crv 
141. Art 0.175 -0.082 -0.086 -0.012 0.088 
128. TV announcer 0.052 0.175 0.254 0.270 0.355 
249. Organizing a 
play 0.137 0.036 0.013 0.062 0.326 
40. Dance teacher 0.053 -0.024 0.026 0.049 0.042 
263. Musical 
geniuses 0.219 -0.027 0.027 0.092 0.123 
104. Psychologist 0.142 0.042 -0.005 0.232 0.204 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers 0.014 -0.140 -0.133 -0.071 0.018 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store -0.114 -0.081 -0.014 -0.078 0.037 
245. Preparing 
dinner for guests 0.022 -0.056 0.006 0.015 0.107 
114. Scientific 
research worker 0.798 0.068 0.002 0.275 0.015 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments 0.742 0.127 0.073 0.331 0.034 
113. Scientific 
illustrator 0.643 0.085 0.035 0.289 0.040 
72. Laboratory 
technician 0.529 0.157 0.079 0.285 -0.052 
143. Botany 0.488 0.026 0.010 0.204 0.050 
9. Astronomer 0.482 0.058 0.064 0.211 0.038 
176. Doing research 
work 0.476 -0.016 -0.088 0.013 0.115 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.112 0.847 0.211 0.270 0.148 
196. Drilling 
soldiers 0.114 0.845 0.254 0.339 0.206 
159. Military drill 0.133 0.822 0.240 0.298 0.147 
99. Police officer 0.130 0.479 0.264 0.447 0.203 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.087 0.210 0.734 0.308 0.153 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.078 0.232 0.686 0.316 0.256 
Table 4A (continued) 
207 
CAm-100 Factors 
Items 6-SCI/RSC 7-MILIT 8-ATHL 9-MEDS/S lO-POL/CIV 
164. Physical 
education 0.064 0.236 0.669 0.305 0.080 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper 0.033 0.197 0.587 0.219 0.172 
221. Golf 0.006 0.147 0.436 0.211 0.135 
124. Surgeon 0.352 0.213 0.218 0.704 0.160 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.282 0.142 0.151 0.592 0.042 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.210 0.221 0.274 0.553 0.079 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.149 0.417 0.316 0.499 0.267 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.181 0.194 0.271 0.478 0.046 
15. Auto racer 0.141 0.312 0.332 0.376 0.090 
100. Politician 0.058 0.227 0.173 0.254 0.696 
231. Electioneering 
for office 0.087 0.221 0.201 0.200 0.663 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.089 0.097 0.114 0.141 0.636 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.061 0.116 0.159 0.116 0.562 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.083 0.107 0.083 0.124 0.487 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.025 0.093 0.194 0.114 0.343 
151. Geometry 0.395 0.047 0.085 0.174 0.005 
138. Algebra 0.334 0.013 0.084 0.142 -0.033 
165. Physics 0.574 0.117 0.131 0.313 0.059 
148. Computer 
science 0.372 0.085 0.089 0.167 0.014 
49. Elementary 
school teacher 0.033 0.037 0.138 0.068 0.123 
112. School 
principal 0.104 0.180 0.201 0.246 0.335 
188. Teaching adults 0.147 0.036 0.063 0.098 0.166 
Table 4A (continued) 
208 
CAm-100 Factors 
Items 6-SCI/RSC 7-MILIT 8-ATHL 9-MEDS/S lO-POL/CIV 
206. Taking care of 
children 0.031 -0.004 0.199 0.067 0.114 
251. High school 
students 0.063 0.098 0.216 0.135 0.161 
33. College 
professor 0.248 0.006 0.021 0.153 0.199 
264. Physically 
disabled people 0.107 0.036 0.076 0.152 0.082 
259. Physically sick 
people 0.094 0.058 0.054 0.224 0.074 
261. Very old people 0.057 0.059 0.098 0.126 0.092 
255. Nonconformists 0.206 -0.128 -0.129 -0.009 0.209 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.079 0.106 0.126 0.172 0.474 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas 0.149 -0.027 0.006 0.062 0.282 
269. People who live 
dangerously 0.171 0.180 0.214 0.285 0.150 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.117 0.047 0.185 0.140 0.207 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts 0.107 -0.046 0.168 0.104 0.123 
133. X-Ray 
technician 0.309 0.192 0.140 0.350 -0.051 
108. Receptionist -0.021 0.063 -0.011 -0.044 -0.037 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly 0.094 0.139 0.055 0.174 0.012 
42. Dental assistant 0.117 0.117 0.084 0.198 -0.037 
169. Public speaking 0.028 0.147 0.149 0.141 0.444 
175. Making a 
speech 0.059 0.112 0.082 0.102 0.417 
191. Making 
statistical charts 0.337 0.089 0.090 0.105 0.060 
122. Statistician 0.323 0.096 0.130 0.138 0.041 
54. Financial analyst 0.162 0.107 0.191 0.236 0.190 
232. Art galleries 0.204 -0.127 -0.144 -0.056 0.166 
234. Symphony 
concerts 0.203 -0.072 -0.146 -0.019 0.132 
Table 4A (continued) 
209 
CAm-100 Factors 
Items 6-SCI/RSC 7-MILIT 8-ATHL 9-MEDS/S lO-POL/CIV 
242. Attending 
lectures 0.292 -0.023 -0.095 0.041 0.263 
219. Living in a city -0.014 -0.055 -0.030 0.002 0.168 
152. Health 
education 0.118 0.106 0.254 0.304 0.064 
166. Physiology 0.448 0.088 0.145 0.440 0.090 
171. Sociology 0.086 0.036 0.014 0.084 0.284 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat 0.124 -0.016 0.080 0.059 0.047 
240. Popular 
mechanics 
magazines 0.343 0.307 0.192 0.272 0.057 
Table 4A (continued) 
210 
CAm-100 Factors 
Items 11-MATH 12-TCH/EDU 13-SPNDP 14-ADV 15-MEDTEC 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce -0.056 0.309 0.066 0.190 -0.062 
105. Public relations 
director -0.158 0.352 0.160 0.250 -0.009 
50. Employment 
manager -0.114 0.389 0.131 0.119 0.110 
23. Business teacher 0.131 0.339 -0.063 0.097 -0.026 
89. Office manager 0.018 0.255 0.055 0.011 0.230 
110. Retailer 0.032 0.170 0.088 0.071 0.222 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise -0.092 0.147 0.096 0.115 0.120 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 0.082 0.167 -0.069 0.251 -0.175 
107. Realtor 0.045 0.120 0.060 0.086 0.139 
22. Building 
contractor 0.242 0.017 -0.037 0.137 -0.050 
75. Life insurance 
agent 0.033 0.105 0.044 0.015 0.135 
202. Bargaining -0.035 0.088 0.140 0.239 0.027 
150. English 
composition/W riting -0.005 0.249 0.080 0.233 -0.046 
60. Free-lance 
writer 0.020 0.212 0.030 0.318 -0.087 
46. Editor 0.048 0.268 -0.023 0.268 -0.079 
156. Literature 0.029 0.233 0.088 0.252 -0.012 
85. Newspaper 
reporter -0.014 0.271 0.056 0.377 -0.034 
180. Writing reports 0.010 0.241 0.030 0.188 -0.080 
74. Librarian 0.051 0.236 0.072 0.004 0.290 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.062 0.192 0.002 0.350 -0.110 
59. Forest ranger 0.141 0.057 0.087 0.122 0.114 
106. Rancher 0.134 0.024 0.091 0.118 0.105 
161. Nature study 0.124 0.085 0.144 0.073 0.120 
244. Camping 0.111 0.086 0.144 0.136 0.077 
201. Cabinetmaking 0.280 0.000 0.055 0.104 0.070 
115. Sculptor 0.109 0.111 0.080 0.282 0.027 
26. Cartoonist 0.107 0.143 0.067 0.252 0.006 
Table 4A (continued) 
211 
CAm-100 Factors 
Items 11-MATH 12-TCH/EDU 13-SPNDP 14-ADV 15-MEDTEC 
136. Acting -0.054 0.180 0.107 0.331 -0.030 
141. Art 0.028 0.095 0.100 0.201 0.023 
128. TV announcer -0.056 0.256 0.082 0.308 -0.017 
249. Organizing a 
play -0.035 0.294 0.189 0.331 -0.004 
40. Dance teacher -0.015 0.240 0.184 0.174 0.194 
263. Musical 
geniuses 0.084 0.148 0.203 0.330 0.004 
104. Psychologist -0.023 0.300 0.138 0.300 0.053 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers -0.089 0.143 0.240 0.050 0.234 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store -0.148 0.132 0.161 0.054 0.185 
245. Preparing 
dinner for guests -0.050 0.192 0.216 0.139 0.107 
114. Scientific 
research worker 0.378 0.078 0.017 0.141 0.138 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments 0.434 0.018 0.055 0.212 0.035 
113. Scientific 
illustrator 0.317 0.110 0.042 0.160 0.129 
72. Laboratory 
technician 0.265 0.077 0.074 0.003 0.450 
143. Botany 0.293 0.075 0.098 0.062 0.126 
9. Astronomer 0.317 0.041 -0.016 0.176 -0.008 
176. Doing research 
work 0.191 0.122 -0.006 0.159 -0.037 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.057 0.045 0.061 0.075 0.088 
196. Drilling 
soldiers 0.063 0.073 0.032 0.128 0.045 
159. Military drill 0.104 0.040 0.056 0.059 0.113 
99. Police officer 0.038 0.130 0.108 0.189 0.132 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.112 0.185 0.115 0.217 -0.013 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.116 0.203 0.072 0.296 -0.081 
Table 4A (continued) 
212 
CAm-100 Factors 
Items 11-MATH 12-TCH/EDU 13-SPNDP 14-ADV 15-MEDTEC 
164. Physical 
education 0.109 0.202 0.156 0.149 0.090 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper 0.091 0.113 0.016 0.072 -0.067 
221. Golf 0.076 0.089 0.006 0.062 -0.070 
124. Surgeon 0.232 0.133 0.134 0.229 0.058 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.136 0.049 0.263 0.142 0.175 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.085 0.204 0.440 0.098 0.327 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.049 0.093 0.035 0.334 -0.034 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.086 0.175 0.368 0.064 0.338 
15. Auto racer 0.104 -0.070 -0.019 0.287 -0.073 
100. Politician -0.007 0.192 0.000 0.309 -0.206 
231. Electioneering 
for office -0.010 0.195 0.113 0.291 -0.111 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.036 0.190 -0.012 0.415 -0.240 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program -0.048 0.367 0.209 0.249 -0.119 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.021 0.149 0.036 0.462 -0.167 
216. Raising money 
for charity -0.055 0.265 0.319 0.138 0.061 
151. Geometry 0.796 0.057 -0.070 0.090 -0.019 
138. Algebra 0.783 0.060 -0.072 0.051 0.000 
165. Physics 0.656 0.029 -0.034 0.178 -0.032 
148. Computer 
science 0.421 0.090 -0.014 0.085 0.044 
49. Elementary 
school teacher -0.027 0.692 0.275 0.031 0.258 
112. School 
principal 0.033 0.644 0.133 0.177 0.056 
Table 4A (continued) 
213 
CAm-100 Factors 
Items 11-MATH 12-TCH/EDU 13-SPNDP 14-ADV 15-MEDTEC 
188. Teaching 
adults 0.040 0.566 0.168 0.194 -0.020 
206. Taking care of 
children 0.006 0.518 0.404 0.049 0.237 
251. High school 
students 0.034 0.502 0.305 0.140 0.104 
33. College 
professor 0.130 0.485 -0.035 0.235 -0.175 
264. Physically 
disabled people -0.017 0.261 0.735 0.115 0.227 
259. Physically sick 
people -0.020 0.211 0.723 0.031 0.289 
261. Very old 
people -0.025 0.253 0.650 0.051 0.222 
255. 
Nonconformists 0.078 0.119 0.085 0.530 -0.107 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.052 0.146 -0.037 0.512 -0.175 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas 0.053 0.146 0.119 0.510 -0.131 
269. People who 
live dangerously 0.076 0.016 0.062 0.492 -0.107 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.054 0.146 0.049 0.397 -0.117 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts -0.005 0.129 0.121 0.342 -0.011 
133. X-Ray 
technician 0.130 0.100 0.204 -0.031 0.568 
108. Receptionist -0.041 0.203 0.186 -0.111 0.539 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly 0.007 0.166 0.282 -0.044 0.534 
42. Dental assistant 0.030 0.150 0.201 -0.068 0.532 
169. Public 
speaking -0.029 0.308 0.102 0.311 -0.173 
175. Making a 
speech -0.013 0.271 0.048 0.283 -0.234 
191. Making 
statistical charts 0.347 0.096 -0.043 0.069 0.037 
Table 4A (continued) 
214 
CAm-100 Factors 
Items 11-MATH 12-TCH/EDU 13-SPNDP 14-ADV 15-MEDTEC 
122. Statistician 0.371 0.103 -0.063 0.026 0.135 
54. Financial analyst 0.316 0.099 -0.110 0.132 -0.073 
232. Art galleries 0.033 0.130 0.100 0.251 -0.020 
234. Symphony 
concerts 0.087 0.152 0.117 0.164 -0.007 
242. Attending 
lectures 0.072 0.242 0.144 0.281 -0.013 
219. Living in a city -0.021 0.101 -0.003 0.216 -0.055 
152. Health 
education 0.031 0.277 0.351 0.034 0.308 
166. Physiology 0.314 0.161 0.217 0.160 0.151 
171. Sociology -0.061 0.351 0.215 0.255 0.059 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat 0.008 0.161 0.215 0.075 0.197 
240. Popular 
mechanics 
magazines 0.262 -0.078 -0.011 0.101 -0.012 
Table 4A (continued) 
215 
CAm-100 Factors 
16- 17- 18- 19-
Items PBLSPK STAT/FN FNART HLT/SOC 20-UN 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce 0.320 0.156 0.030 -0.004 -0.327 
105. Public relations 
director 0.398 0.030 -0.008 0.106 -0.405 
50. Employment 
manager 0.232 0.150 -0.065 0.075 -0.278 
23. Business teacher 0.184 0.383 0.020 -0.106 -0.111 
89. Office manager 0.111 0.293 -0.044 -0.010 -0.174 
110. Retailer 0.094 0.099 -0.045 0.000 -0.113 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise 0.094 0.014 -0.063 0.006 -0.197 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 0.173 0.221 0.046 -0.152 -0.309 
107. Realtor 0.081 0.078 -0.088 -0.030 -0.080 
22. Building 
contractor -0.014 0.126 -0.118 -0.195 0.228 
75. Life insurance 
agent 0.089 0.135 -0.064 -0.047 -0.057 
202. Bargaining 0.137 -0.053 -0.155 -0.031 -0.006 
150. English 
composition/^ riting 0.329 0.030 0.369 0.284 -0.191 
60. Free-lance 
writer 0.232 0.031 0.329 0.132 -0.276 
46. Editor 0.242 0.190 0.379 0.130 -0.323 
156. Literature 0.212 0.018 0.533 0.351 -0.213 
85. Newspaper 
reporter 0.265 0.049 0.233 0.075 -0.445 
180. Writing reports 0.304 0.297 0.262 0.154 -0.108 
74. Librarian -0.022 0.205 0.415 0.276 -0.125 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.198 0.088 0.291 -0.002 -0.332 
59. Forest ranger -0.095 -0.027 -0.002 0.042 0.093 
106. Rancher -0.057 -0.033 -0.087 -0.041 0.102 
161. Nature study -0.008 -0.062 0.229 0.386 0.117 
244. Camping 0.000 -0.049 -0.053 0.097 0.167 
201. Cabinetmaking -0.060 0.064 0.037 0.002 0.387 
115. Sculptor 0.073 -0.070 0.375 0.213 -0.083 
Table 4A (continued) 
216 
CAm-100 Factors 
16- 17- 18- 19-
Items PBLSPK STAT/FN FN ART HLT/SOC 20-UN 
26. Cartoonist 0.072 -0.034 0.162 0.057 -0.101 
136. Acting 0.407 -0.185 0.180 0.099 -0.398 
141. Art 0.112 -0.124 0.418 0.298 -0.036 
128. TV announcer 0.409 -0.041 0.006 -0.058 -0.510 
249. Organizing a 
play 0.392 -0.028 0.242 0.156 -0.308 
40. Dance teacher 0.162 -0.103 0.167 0.258 -0.271 
263. Musical 
geniuses 0.149 -0.019 0.370 0.186 -0.163 
104. Psychologist 0.188 0.031 0.189 0.304 -0.351 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers 0.048 -0.104 0.239 0.368 -0.119 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store 0.071 -0.066 0.104 0.218 -0.212 
245. Preparing 
dinner for guests 0.157 -0.048 0.138 0.209 -0.072 
114. Scientific 
research worker -0.084 0.301 0.275 0.162 0.084 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments -0.026 0.196 0.187 0.119 0.239 
113. Scientific 
illustrator -0.033 0.184 0.265 0.161 0.072 
72. Laboratory 
technician -0.150 0.243 0.056 0.098 0.060 
143. Botany -0.043 0.069 0.294 0.363 0.139 
9. Astronomer -0.081 0.118 0.261 0.063 0.001 
176. Doing research 
work 0.106 0.374 0.332 0.153 0.048 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.084 0.056 -0.120 -0.122 0.008 
196. Drilling 
soldiers 0.112 0.067 -0.152 -0.169 -0.030 
159. Military drill 0.080 0.073 -0.141 -0.112 0.032 
99. Police officer 0.024 0.015 -0.250 -0.196 -0.150 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.107 0.023 -0.196 -0.048 -0.052 
Table 4 A (continued) 
217 
CAm-100 Factors 
16- 17- 18- 19-
Items PBLSPK STAT/FN FNART HLT/SOC 20-UN 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.190 0.078 -0.203 -0.094 -0.081 
164. Physical 
education 0.118 -0.014 -0.183 0.155 -0.029 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper 0.059 0.136 -0.125 -0.147 -0.030 
221. Golf 0.070 0.072 -0.082 -0.137 -0.049 
124. Surgeon 0.073 0.052 0.038 0.041 -0.109 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.016 -0.058 0.003 0.183 0.025 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.065 -0.051 -0.132 0.271 0.061 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.086 0.016 -0.167 -0.264 -0.306 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.022 -0.024 -0.099 0.299 0.069 
15. Auto racer -0.020 -0.053 -0.203 -0.290 -0.005 
100. Politician 0.323 0.067 0.021 -0.141 -0.329 
231. Electioneering 
for office 0.345 0.075 0.029 -0.064 -0.230 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.288 0.097 0.238 0.057 -0.167 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.410 0.063 0.115 0.138 -0.202 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.297 0.056 0.081 0.005 -0.052 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.249 -0.006 -0.032 0.100 -0.101 
151. Geometry -0.023 0.348 0.196 0.069 0.211 
138. Algebra -0.051 0.412 0.160 0.021 0.158 
165. Physics -0.008 0.270 0.204 0.090 0.220 
148. Computer 
science 0.022 0.415 0.133 0.006 0.102 
49. Elementary 
school teacher 0.126 0.013 0.006 0.215 -0.185 
Table 4A (continued) 
218 
CAm-100 Factors 
16- 17- 18- 19-
Items PBLSPK STAT/FN FN ART HLT/SOC 20-UN 
112. School 
principal 0.250 0.152 0.027 0.087 -0.277 
188. Teaching 
adults 0.373 0.134 0.242 0.296 -0.100 
206. Taking care of 
children 0.090 -0.013 -0.028 0.237 -0.045 
251. High school 
students 0.191 0.021 -0.002 0.141 -0.064 
33. College 
professor 0.323 0.211 0.385 0.173 -0.189 
264. Physically 
disabled people 0.099 -0.050 0.058 0.292 0.013 
259. Physically sick 
people 0.056 -0.046 0.011 0.294 0.031 
261. Very old 
people 0.092 -0.044 0.009 0.226 0.033 
255. 
Nonconformists 0.132 0.007 0.413 0.238 -0.120 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.223 0.089 0.059 -0.030 -0.100 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas 0.220 0.036 0.235 0.157 -0.095 
269. People who 
live dangerously 0.085 -0.053 -0.008 -0.102 -0.132 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.195 0.037 0.070 0.045 -0.095 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts 0.066 -0.058 0.145 0.091 -0.193 
133. X-Ray 
technician -0.121 0.131 -0.081 0.114 -0.020 
108. Receptionist 0.025 0.103 -0.022 0.144 -0.120 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly -0.027 0.038 -0.068 0.151 -0.013 
42. Dental assistant -0.058 0.038 -0.062 0.134 -0.044 
169. Public 
speaking 0.800 0.022 0.117 0.126 -0.257 
Table 4A (continued) 
219 
CAm-100 Factors 
16- 17- 18- 19-
Items PBLSPK STAT/FN FNART HLT/SOC 20-UN 
175. Making a 
speech 0.797 0.054 0.138 0.049 -0.177 
191. Making 
statistical charts 0.024 0.710 0.115 0.010 0.102 
122. Statistician -0.050 0.708 0.098 -0.035 -0.013 
54. Financial analyst 0.025 0.507 0.109 -0.125 -0.089 
232. Art galleries 0.108 -0.021 0.658 0.338 -0.099 
234. Symphony 
concerts 0.168 0.040 0.621 0.290 -0.092 
242. Attending 
lectures 0.258 0.141 0.478 0.370 -0.080 
219. Living in a city 0.133 0.056 0.250 0.051 -0.247 
152. Health 
education 0.122 -0.033 -0.020 0.505 -0.072 
166. Physiology 0.074 0.080 0.191 0.476 0.030 
171. Sociology 0.263 0.040 0.239 0.438 -0.240 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat 0.076 -0.013 0.160 0.409 -0.021 
240. Popular 
mechanics 
magazines -0.030 0.097 -0.068 -0.150 0.387 
220 
Table 5 A 
Structure Matrix of HAm-100 Factors with Factor Item Content Shown in Boldface type 
HAm-100 Factors 
Items l-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-MATH 4-MILIT 5-NATR 
89. Office manager 0.662 0.147 0.026 0.196 0.022 
110. Retailer 0.641 0.118 0.096 0.130 0.121 
50. Employment 
manager 0.614 0.131 -0.100 0.171 -0.002 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce 0.599 0.261 -0.045 0.127 0.021 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise 0.514 0.114 -0.106 0.066 -0.004 
107. Realtor 0.504 0.052 0.128 0.160 0.173 
23. Business teacher 0.492 0.126 0.055 0.148 0.039 
105. Public relations 
director 0.492 0.296 -0.193 0.101 -0.139 
108. Receptionist 0.489 0.161 0.011 0.047 0.086 
75. Life insurance 
agent 0.398 0.015 0.030 0.170 0.134 
156. Literature 0.070 0.746 0.036 -0.115 0.028 
60. Free-lance writer 0.063 0.711 -0.061 -0.028 0.073 
46. Editor 0.194 0.677 -0.017 0.003 0.009 
85. Newspaper 
reporter 0.193 0.649 -0.158 -0.043 0.003 
150. English 
composition/W riting 0.063 0.633 -0.005 -0.062 -0.018 
180. Writing reports 0.184 0.448 -0.050 0.057 -0.034 
242. Attending 
lectures 0.105 0.442 0.051 -0.088 0.048 
136. Acting 0.103 0.441 -0.106 0.023 0.002 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.295 0.421 0.029 0.143 0.064 
74. Librarian 0.150 0.417 0.010 0.001 0.230 
151. Geometry 0.078 0.071 0.769 0.127 0.231 
138. Algebra 0.073 0.010 0.742 0.123 0.181 
165. Physics 0.082 0.010 0.673 0.197 0.325 
148. Computer 
science 0.344 0.086 0.509 0.165 0.221 
196. Drilling soldiers 0.227 -0.054 0.128 0.865 0.192 
Table 5A (continued) 
221 
HAm-100 Factors 
Items 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-MATH 4-MILIT 5-NATR 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.217 -0.095 0.138 0.844 0.187 
159. Military drill 0.242 -0.085 0.193 0.806 0.246 
59. Forest ranger 0.092 0.042 0.196 0.226 0.757 
106. Rancher 0.213 0.047 0.174 0.197 0.624 
201. Cabinetmaking 0.156 0.042 0.406 0.181 0.570 
161. Nature study 0.131 0.126 0.191 0.063 0.544 
244. Camping 0.032 -0.109 0.138 0.080 0.467 
240. Popular 
mechanics magazines 0.176 -0.173 0.394 0.331 0.429 
143. Botany 0.169 0.193 0.319 0.065 0.415 
219. Living in a city 0.115 0.186 -0.097 -0.058 -0.305 
115. Sculptor 0.014 0.380 0.129 -0.089 0.271 
141. Art 0.014 0.360 0.015 -0.109 0.101 
26. Cartoonist 0.111 0.281 0.102 0.085 0.280 
263. Musical 
geniuses -0.025 0.273 -0.040 -0.082 0.008 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.121 0.349 0.000 -0.047 0.037 
100. Politician 0.302 0.256 -0.077 0.141 0.045 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.030 0.202 -0.028 0.079 -0.093 
231. Electioneering 
for office 0.336 0.118 0.007 0.177 0.078 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.015 0.137 0.027 0.078 -0.056 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.114 -0.003 0.150 0.179 0.268 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.178 -0.068 0.149 0.265 0.253 
124. Surgeon 0.199 0.157 0.251 0.169 0.243 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.196 0.006 0.153 0.229 0.311 
166. Physiology 0.182 0.118 0.332 0.137 0.250 
152. Health 
education 0.299 0.056 0.124 0.154 0.127 
Table SA (continued) 
222 
HAm-100 Factors 
Items 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-MATH 4-MILIT 5-NATR 
164. Physical 
education 0.231 -0.079 0.122 0.167 0.295 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.178 -0.067 0.043 0.225 0.117 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.137 -0.138 0.148 0.194 0.188 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper 0.229 -0.033 0.059 0.148 0.186 
221. Golf 0.226 0.039 0.143 0.119 0.137 
202. Bargaining 0.250 0.048 -0.067 0.080 0.216 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers 0.123 0.265 -0.022 -0.122 0.002 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store 0.265 0.185 -0.133 -0.084 -0.128 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat 0.165 0.079 0.023 0.022 0.132 
40. Dance teacher 0.109 0.331 -0.090 -0.044 0.016 
245. Preparing dinner 
for guests 0.118 0.157 -0.102 -0.041 0.005 
49. Elementary 
school teacher 0.251 0.123 0.006 0.065 0.115 
112. School principal 0.430 0.217 0.002 0.128 0.082 
251. High school 
students 0.219 0.025 0.093 0.080 0.070 
188. Teaching adults 0.211 0.209 0.050 0.183 0.027 
33. College professor 0.118 0.379 0.061 0.101 0.019 
206. Taking care of 
children 0.162 0.020 0.015 0.047 0.038 
264. Physically 
disabled people 0.129 0.103 0.006 0.051 0.117 
259. Physically sick 
people 0.133 0.069 0.069 0.093 0.117 
261. Very old people 0.197 0.003 0.057 0.014 0.153 
42. Dental assistant 0.249 0.029 0.079 0.187 0.088 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly 0.299 0.043 0.043 0.130 0.171 
133. X-Ray 
technician 0.324 -0.070 0.220 0.307 0.213 
Table 5 A (continued) 
223 
HAm-100 Factors 
Items 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-MATH 4-MILIT 5-NATR 
72. Laboratory 
technician 0.266 0.005 0.319 0.278 0.289 
114. Scientific 
research worker 0.144 0.243 0.398 0.107 0.309 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments 0.033 0.036 0.512 0.203 0.352 
113. Scientific 
illustrator 0.213 0.282 0.372 0.169 0.343 
9. Astronomer 0.028 0.192 0.283 0.093 0.391 
176. Doing research 
work 0.030 0.321 0.107 0.067 0.112 
175. Making a 
speech 0.168 0.369 -0.054 0.107 -0.022 
169. Public speaking 0.241 0.369 -0.044 0.105 -0.059 
269. People who live 
dangerously 0.005 0.086 0.048 0.144 0.118 
255. Nonconformists -0.134 0.360 -0.035 -0.138 0.080 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas 0.034 0.225 -0.016 -0.024 0.036 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.101 0.100 0.048 0.029 0.105 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts 0.059 0.166 0.024 -0.075 0.013 
232. Art galleries 0.012 0.420 0.046 -0.170 0.058 
234. Symphony 
concerts 
-0.011 0.384 0.094 -0.080 0.046 
122. Statistician 0.285 0.112 0.287 0.161 0.149 
191. Making 
statistical charts 0.245 0.075 0.335 0.171 0.140 
171. Sociology 0.275 0.362 -0.010 0.038 0.037 
104. Psychologist 0.218 0.267 -0.005 0.034 -0.018 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 0.379 0.208 -0.022 0.157 -0.048 
22. Building 
contractor 0.318 -0.042 0.282 0.160 0.375 
54. Financial analyst 0.413 0.162 0.266 0.108 0.178 
Table 5 A (continued) 
224 
HAm-100 Factors 
Items 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-MATH 4-MILIT 5-NATR 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.245 0.110 0.049 0.341 0.126 
99. Police officer 0.292 -0.087 0.082 0.495 0.216 
15. Auto racer 0.147 -0.083 0.213 0.217 0.315 
128. TV announcer 0.319 0.393 -0.155 0.044 -0.105 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.319 0.244 -0.020 0.068 0.041 
249. Organizing a 
play 0.157 0.418 -0.057 0.058 0.058 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.299 0.077 -0.056 0.043 -0.004 
Table 5 A (continued) 
225 
HAm-100 Factors 
Items 6-CRART 7-POLIT 8-MEDS/S 9-ATHL 10-ENTR 
89. Office manager -0.088 0.118 0.136 0.122 0.080 
110. Retailer 0.085 0.074 0.171 0.179 0.219 
50. Employment 
manager -0.144 0.112 0.115 0.168 0.107 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce -0.096 0.291 0.086 0.150 0.093 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise 0.163 0.175 0.113 0.185 0.347 
107. Realtor 0.006 0.089 0.186 0.216 0.130 
23. Business teacher -0.077 0.208 0.108 0.230 0.030 
105. Public relations 
director 0.072 0.205 0.059 0.175 0.254 
108. Receptionist 0.019 -0.072 0.090 0.003 0.221 
75. Life insurance 
agent -0.095 0.066 0.107 0.218 0.067 
156. Literature 0.330 0.229 0.046 -0.129 0.314 
60. Free-lance 
writer 0.336 0.199 0.027 -0.042 0.174 
46. Editor 0.169 0.229 0.066 -0.124 0.147 
85. Newspaper 
reporter 0.204 0.267 0.067 -0.007 0.190 
150. English 
composition/W riting 0.203 0.108 0.017 -0.060 0.227 
180. Writing reports 0.006 0.189 0.044 -0.046 0.138 
242. Attending 
lectures 0.090 0.220 0.165 -0.108 0.280 
136. Acting 0.429 0.114 0.123 0.113 0.343 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.072 0.292 0.157 -0.020 0.093 
74. Librarian 0.021 0.013 0.002 -0.148 0.225 
151. Geometry 0.084 0.091 0.230 0.063 -0.077 
138. Algebra 0.009 0.102 0.208 0.066 -0.078 
165. Physics 0.029 0.155 0.319 0.129 -0.129 
148. Computer 
science 0.016 0.117 0.218 0.135 -0.116 
196. Drilling 
soldiers 
-0.015 0.055 0.259 0.230 -0.131 
Table 5 A (continued) 
226 
HAm-100 Factors 
Items 6-CRART 7-POLIT 8-MEDS/S 9-ATHL 10-ENTR 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.008 0.071 0.222 0.218 -0.119 
159. Military drill -0.009 0.090 0.272 0.246 -0.100 
59. Forest ranger 0.229 0.043 0.313 0.251 -0.005 
106. Rancher 0.191 0.123 0.277 0.230 -0.016 
201. Cabinetmaking 0.364 0.043 0.377 0.216 0.004 
161. Nature study 0.362 0.038 0.384 0.145 0.213 
244. Camping 0.176 -0.019 0.263 0.269 0.059 
240. Popular 
mechanics 
magazines 0.090 0.033 0.334 0.273 -0.291 
143. Botany 0.246 0.096 0.329 0.027 0.211 
219. Living in a city -0.038 0.192 -0.126 0.070 0.198 
115. Sculptor 0.671 0.103 0.167 0.032 0.264 
141. Art 0.653 0.108 0.104 -0.052 0.367 
26. Cartoonist 0.612 0.082 0.206 0.151 0.185 
263. Musical 
geniuses 0.330 0.130 0.125 0.040 0.233 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.029 0.663 0.053 0.084 0.023 
100. Politician -0.119 0.584 0.108 0.118 -0.013 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.092 0.556 0.049 0.030 0.078 
231. Electioneering 
for office -0.096 0.485 0.189 0.221 0.070 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.090 0.462 0.050 0.019 0.099 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.134 0.085 0.660 0.183 0.065 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.206 -0.037 0.642 0.263 0.185 
124. Surgeon 0.067 0.202 0.640 0.199 -0.003 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.277 -0.011 0.589 0.279 0.258 
166. Physiology 0.158 0.085 0.520 0.231 0.181 
152. Health 
education 0.192 0.023 0.513 0.335 0.341 
Table 5  A  (continued) 
227 
HAm-100 Factors 
Items 6-CRART 7-POLIT 8-MEDS/S 9-ATHL 10-ENTR 
164. Physical 
education 0.230 -0.014 0.385 0.696 0.183 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.139 0.202 0.269 0.631 0.071 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.097 0.079 0.224 0.626 0.029 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper -0.036 0.117 0.175 0.569 -0.185 
221. Golf 0.089 0.208 0.109 0.361 -0.028 
202. Bargaining 0.205 0.239 0.229 0.277 0.212 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers 0.338 -0.015 0.079 -0.122 0.721 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store 0.123 0.108 -0.014 0.072 0.555 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat 0.208 0.015 0.258 0.169 0.550 
40. Dance teacher 0.348 -0.044 0.075 -0.054 0.495 
245. Preparing 
dinner for guests 0.172 0.059 0.056 0.039 0.433 
49. Elementary 
school teacher 0.075 -0.013 0.156 0.180 0.258 
112. School 
principal -0.068 0.181 0.132 0.157 0.118 
251. High school 
students 0.052 0.092 0.163 0.237 0.107 
188. Teaching 
adults 0.003 0.132 0.229 0.116 0.184 
33. College 
professor -0.019 0.207 0.174 -0.029 0.037 
206. Taking care of 
children 0.141 0.035 0.139 0.202 0.324 
264. Physically 
disabled people 0.137 0.065 0.257 0.099 0.281 
259. Physically sick 
people 0.129 -0.065 0.271 0.060 0.185 
261. Very old 
people 0.082 0.054 0.193 0.167 0.223 
42. Dental assistant 0.043 -0.116 0.219 0.111 0.156 
Table 5 A (continued) 
228 
HAm-100 Factors 
Items 6-CRART 7-POLIT 8-MEDS/S 9-ATHL 10-ENTR 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly 0.043 -0.009 0.230 0.119 0.126 
133. X-Ray 
technician 0.067 -0.088 0.434 0.218 0.090 
72. Laboratory 
technician 0.078 0.002 0.353 0.070 0.052 
114. Scientific 
research worker 0.188 0.099 0.314 0.062 -0.015 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments 0.194 0.085 0.374 0.083 0.008 
113. Scientific 
illustrator 0.360 0.100 0.329 0.098 0.014 
9. Astronomer 0.164 0.198 0.229 0.112 -0.007 
176. Doing research 
work -0.002 0.190 0.076 -0.041 0.062 
175. Making a 
speech 0.065 0.273 0.137 0.045 0.108 
169. Public 
speaking 0.115 0.285 0.159 0.102 0.201 
269. People who 
live dangerously 0.194 0.172 0.125 0.139 0.021 
255. 
Nonconformists 0.245 0.307 -0.005 -0.035 0.155 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas 0.246 0.281 0.161 -0.034 0.251 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.132 0.264 0.121 0.216 0.108 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts 0.284 0.205 0.072 0.236 0.282 
232. Art galleries 0.405 0.225 -0.003 -0.127 0.366 
234. Symphony 
concerts 0.250 0.154 0.056 -0.128 0.280 
122. Statistician -0.072 0.121 0.122 0.085 -0.076 
191. Making 
statistical charts -0.071 0.172 0.182 0.075 -0.086 
171. Sociology 0.136 0.278 0.116 0.059 0.249 
104. Psychologist 0.063 0.177 0.139 0.074 0.164 
Table 5A (continued) 
229 
HAm-100 Factors 
Items 6-CRART 7-POLIT 8-MEDS/S 9-ATHL 10-ENTR 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 
-0.034 0.378 0.106 0.168 0.099 
22. Building 
contractor 0.104 0.084 0.294 0.320 -0.126 
54. Financial analyst -0.114 0.218 0.210 0.208 -0.016 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.062 0.238 0.224 0.230 -0.060 
99. Police officer -0.051 0.120 0.217 0.215 -0.099 
15. Auto racer 0.256 0.092 0.308 0.327 -0.206 
128. TV announcer 0.207 0.219 0.158 0.229 0.202 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.024 0.376 0.171 0.149 0.196 
249. Organizing a 
play 0.347 0.151 0.156 0.039 0.352 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.028 0.214 0.117 0.237 0.266 
230 
Table 5A (continued) 
HAm-100 Factors 
11- 12- 13- 14- 15-
Items TCH/EDU SPNDP MEDTEC SCI/RSC PBLSPK 
89. Office manager 0.256 0.105 0.285 0.144 0.128 
110. Retailer 0.147 0.174 0.240 0.105 0.106 
50. Employment 
manager 0.424 0.162 0.223 0.064 0.219 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce 0.262 0.118 0.126 0.274 0.240 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise 0.153 0.126 0.070 0.045 0.177 
107. Realtor 0.110 0.141 0.256 0.121 0.073 
23. Business teacher 0.339 0.057 0.084 0.170 0.212 
105. Public relations 
director 0.278 0.189 0.094 0.118 0.415 
108. Receptionist 0.271 0.227 0.487 -0.038 0.089 
75. Life insurance 
agent 0.046 0.163 0.241 0.084 0.064 
156. Literature 0.202 0.115 -0.066 0.162 0.296 
60. Free-lance 
writer 0.106 0.093 0.023 0.269 0.277 
46. Editor 0.210 0.064 -0.030 0.326 0.270 
85. Newspaper 
reporter 0.217 0.113 0.025 0.249 0.307 
150. English 
composition/W riting 0.105 0.101 -0.083 0.093 0.290 
180. Writing reports 0.114 0.112 0.022 0.197 0.286 
242. Attending 
lectures 0.245 0.179 -0.123 0.363 0.215 
136. Acting 0.216 0.109 -0.057 0.076 0.417 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.104 0.085 -0.012 0.290 0.233 
74. Librarian 0.259 0.204 0.290 0.260 -0.015 
151. Geometry 0.059 0.051 0.055 0.388 0.052 
138. Algebra 0.090 0.022 0.004 0.358 -0.003 
165. Physics 0.030 0.097 0.058 0.505 0.023 
148. Computer 
science 0.101 0.073 0.032 0.381 0.090 
196. Drilling 
soldiers 0.063 0.064 0.188 0.174 0.086 
Table S A  (continued) 
231 
HAm-100 Factors 
11- 12- 13- 14- 15-
Items TCH/EDU SPNDP MEDTEC SCI/RSC PBLSPK 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.029 0.034 0.180 0.133 0.071 
159. Military drill 0.013 0.049 0.184 0.161 0.091 
59. Forest ranger 0.118 0.150 0.093 0.271 -0.002 
106. Rancher 0.047 0.114 0.088 0.218 0.042 
201. Cabinetmaking -0.029 0.184 0.119 0.321 0.056 
161. Nature study 0.072 0.231 -0.040 0.248 0.032 
244. Camping 0.130 0.079 0.090 0.165 -0.014 
240. Popular 
mechanics 
magazines -0.091 0.058 0.000 0.303 -0.027 
143. Botany 0.110 0.147 0.038 0.374 0.127 
219. Living in a city 0.143 0.072 0.048 0.013 0.137 
115. Sculptor 0.083 0.120 0.010 0.243 0.123 
141. Art 0.024 0.097 -0.058 0.050 0.156 
26. Cartoonist 0.090 0.141 0.052 0.264 0.146 
263. Musical 
geniuses 0.079 0.230 -0.072 0.200 0.151 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.127 0.084 -0.208 0.241 0.212 
100. Politician 0.200 0.073 -0.013 0.295 0.235 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.040 -0.004 -0.121 0.104 0.270 
231. Electioneering 
for office 0.146 0.128 0.045 0.250 0.229 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.102 0.084 -0.076 0.139 0.337 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.029 0.231 0.131 0.260 0.084 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.171 0.322 0.251 0.115 0.126 
124. Surgeon 0.134 0.084 0.131 0.419 0.155 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.183 0.322 0.230 0.078 0.121 
166. Physiology 0.177 0.242 0.100 0.365 0.167 
Table 5 A (continued) 
232 
HAm-100 Factors 
11- 12- 13- 14- 15-
Items TCH/EDU SPNDP MEDTEC SCI/RSC PBLSPK 
152. Health 
education 0.267 0.255 0.157 0.052 0.130 
164. Physical 
education 0.199 0.165 0.106 0.017 0.080 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.169 0.115 -0.006 0.155 0.179 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.159 0.067 0.049 0.144 0.091 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper 0.080 0.112 0.047 0.090 -0.016 
221. Golf 0.128 0.066 -0.002 0.149 0.180 
202. Bargaining 0.094 0.212 0.063 0.115 0.137 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers 0.143 0.214 0.181 -0.020 0.106 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store 0.146 0.174 0.153 -0.078 0.074 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat 0.091 0.193 0.131 0.038 0.047 
40. Dance teacher 0.326 0.131 0.135 0.007 0.247 
245. Preparing 
dinner for guests 0.111 0.172 0.020 0.024 0.188 
49. Elementary 
school teacher 0.711 0.282 0.264 0.032 0.160 
112. School 
principal 0.640 0.165 0.153 0.270 0.238 
251. High school 
students 0.526 0.270 0.079 0.087 0.178 
188. Teaching 
adults 0.521 0.204 -0.052 0.250 0.423 
33. College 
professor 0.444 0.026 -0.191 0.388 0.309 
206. Taking care of 
children 0.396 0.328 0.197 -0.049 0.126 
264. Physically 
disabled people 0.273 0.775 0.183 0.094 0.158 
259. Physically sick 
people 0.184 0.654 0.199 0.020 0.120 
Table 5A (continued) 
233 
HAm-100 Factors 
11- 12- 13- 14- 15-
Items TCH/EDU SPNDP MEDTEC SCI/RSC PBLSPK 
261. Very old 
people 0.264 0.631 0.151 0.020 0.086 
42. Dental assistant 0.154 0.146 0.651 0.115 0.015 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly 0.215 0.318 0.605 0.057 0.042 
133. X-Ray 
technician 0.047 0.154 0.518 0.152 -0.036 
72. Laboratory 
technician 0.087 0.137 0.503 0.355 -0.035 
114. Scientific 
research worker 0.098 0.081 0.114 0.741 0.047 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments 0.050 0.094 0.021 0.687 0.026 
113. Scientific 
illustrator 0.089 0.140 0.137 0.618 0.103 
9. Astronomer 0.151 0.109 -0.022 0.533 0.043 
176. Doing research 
work 0.037 0.043 -0.005 0.468 0.177 
175. Making a 
speech 0.284 0.115 -0.070 0.197 0.816 
169. Public 
speaking 0.260 0.178 -0.048 0.134 0.801 
269. People who 
live dangerously 0.085 0.016 -0.085 0.191 0.104 
255. 
Nonconformists 0.052 0.133 -0.109 0.187 0.201 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas 0.088 0.204 -0.069 0.209 0.200 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.043 0.044 -0.018 0.181 0.149 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts 0.208 0.111 -0.036 0.076 0.135 
232. Art galleries 0.006 0.111 -0.050 0.148 0.121 
234. Symphony 
concerts 0.125 0.135 -0.091 0.237 0.217 
122. Statistician 0.093 0.041 0.176 0.360 0.050 
Table 5 A (continued) 
234 
HAm-100 Factors 
11- 12- 13- 14- 15-
Items TCH/EDU SPNDP MEDTEC SCI/RSC PBLSPK 
191. Making 
statistical charts 0.047 0.082 0.064 0.352 0.138 
171. Sociology 0.276 0.166 0.026 0.156 0.270 
104. Psychologist 0.262 0.050 0.071 0.166 0.193 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 0.147 0.025 0.065 0.229 0.186 
22. Building 
contractor 0.036 0.104 0.061 0.235 0.045 
54. Financial analyst 0.100 0.048 0.132 0.435 0.070 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.082 -0.011 0.054 0.191 0.170 
99. Police officer 0.164 0.033 0.268 0.131 0.017 
15. Auto racer 0.029 -0.018 -0.021 0.214 0.027 
128. TV announcer 0.255 0.129 0.120 0.133 0.386 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.309 0.259 0.025 0.176 0.341 
249. Organizing a 
play 0.275 0.220 0.059 0.200 0.429 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.247 0.299 0.210 0.046 0.219 
Table 5 A (continued) 
235 
HAm-100 Factors 
Items 16-ADV 17-FNART 18-STAT 19-SOC 20-UN 
89. Office manager -0.106 -0.042 0.310 0.215 0.182 
110. Retailer -0.097 0.079 0.220 0.142 0.124 
50. Employment 
manager -0.104 -0.109 0.221 0.286 0.129 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce 0.068 0.129 0.237 0.280 0.283 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise 0.099 -0.030 0.048 0.138 0.160 
107. Realtor -0.116 0.083 0.209 0.070 0.247 
23. Business teacher -0.040 -0.049 0.317 0.267 0.490 
105. Public relations 
director 0.128 0.127 0.163 0.423 0.176 
108. Receptionist -0.161 0.054 0.235 0.123 -0.082 
75. Life insurance 
agent -0.255 0.075 0.279 0.022 0.153 
156. Literature 0.223 0.441 0.123 0.322 -0.118 
60. Free-lance writer 0.257 0.309 0.180 0.211 0.047 
46. Editor 0.157 0.305 0.238 0.269 0.221 
85. Newspaper 
reporter 0.246 0.266 0.178 0.273 0.078 
150. English 
composi tion/W riting 0.095 0.294 0.024 0.306 -0.024 
180. Writing reports 0.006 0.141 0.300 0.148 0.089 
242. Attending 
lectures 0.128 0.402 0.202 0.421 0.069 
136. Acting 0.330 0.153 0.053 0.168 -0.067 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.189 0.279 0.175 0.250 0.185 
74. Librarian -0.026 0.310 0.219 0.190 -0.039 
151. Geometry 0.007 0.214 0.271 0.078 0.241 
138. Algebra -0.012 0.165 0.308 0.064 0.247 
165. Physics -0.066 0.132 0.296 0.062 0.203 
148. Computer 
science -0.097 0.045 0.357 0.085 0.179 
196. Drilling soldiers -0.009 -0.147 0.143 -0.031 0.180 
227. Drilling in a 
military company -0.034 -0.119 0.098 -0.053 0.110 
159. Military drill -0.071 -0.122 0.177 -0.025 0.139 
Table 5A (continued) 
236 
HAm-100 Factors 
Items 16-ADV 17-FNART 18-STAT 19-SOC 20-UN 
59. Forest ranger 0.074 0.045 0.095 0.035 0.068 
106. Rancher -0.001 0.083 0.132 0.024 0.177 
201. Cabinetmaking 0.022 0.155 0.133 -0.060 0.167 
161. Nature study -0.005 0.189 0.135 0.164 -0.119 
244. Camping 0.057 -0.127 0.018 0.000 -0.044 
240. Popular 
mechanics 
magazines -0.129 -0.043 0.197 -0.156 0.255 
143. Botany -0.021 0.261 0.203 0.145 0.086 
219. Living in a city 0.154 0.214 0.118 0.134 0.035 
115. Sculptor 0.267 0.356 0.077 0.176 0.008 
141. Art 0.286 0.358 -0.095 0.136 -0.185 
26. Cartoonist 0.206 0.163 0.103 0.115 0.060 
263. Musical 
geniuses 0.269 0.269 0.104 0.298 0.052 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.197 0.286 0.157 0.224 0.106 
100. Politician 0.078 0.122 0.193 0.245 0.286 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.306 0.139 0.152 0.236 0.213 
231. Electioneering 
for office -0.010 0.126 0.159 0.196 0.215 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.282 0.143 0.104 0.184 0.169 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.062 -0.018 0.065 0.077 0.105 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance -0.070 -0.168 0.096 0.093 -0.074 
124. Surgeon 0.092 0.145 0.193 0.263 0.350 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle -0.015 -0.077 0.117 0.124 -0.088 
166. Physiology -0.034 0.054 0.215 0.394 0.126 
152. Health 
education -0.110 -0.199 0.098 0.319 -0.094 
164. Physical 
education -0.020 -0.186 0.000 0.143 -0.030 
Table 5 A (continued) 
237 
HAm-100 Factors 
Items 16-ADV 17-FN ART 18-STAT 19-SOC 20-UN 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.143 -0.088 0.104 0.115 0.213 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.137 -0.169 0.031 0.093 0.164 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper -0.063 -0.044 0.146 -0.088 0.151 
221. Golf 0.051 0.073 0.112 -0.032 0.171 
202. Bargaining 0.123 0.059 0.154 0.128 0.065 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers 0.150 0.251 -0.026 0.189 -0.159 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store 0.117 0.121 -0.082 0.204 -0.117 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat -0.063 0.045 0.115 0.210 -0.092 
40. Dance teacher 0.272 0.065 0.029 0.282 -0.110 
245. Preparing 
dinner for guests 0.189 0.145 0.032 0.059 -0.094 
49. Elementary 
school teacher 0.000 -0.061 0.055 0.275 -0.020 
112. School 
principal 0.032 0.079 0.258 0.356 0.256 
251. High school 
students 0.039 -0.025 0.124 0.090 -0.005 
188. Teaching adults 0.126 0.023 0.152 0.322 0.169 
33. College 
professor 0.208 0.194 0.183 0.406 0.296 
206. Taking care of 
children 0.067 -0.045 0.013 0.158 -0.135 
264. Physically 
disabled people 0.039 0.042 0.089 0.184 -0.070 
259. Physically sick 
people -0.027 -0.015 0.087 0.052 -0.142 
261. Very old people -0.079 0.070 0.074 0.152 -0.100 
42. Dental assistant -0.090 -0.083 0.146 0.050 0.061 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly -0.161 0.001 0.184 0.157 -0.075 
133. X-Ray 
technician -0.148 -0.192 0.155 0.108 0.059 
Table 5  A  (continued) 
238 
HAm-100 Factors 
Items 16-ADV 17-FNART 18-STAT 19-SOC 20-UN 
72. Laboratory 
technician -0.081 -0.046 0.192 0.092 0.082 
114. Scientific 
research worker 0.041 0.216 0.346 0.136 0.184 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments 0.160 0.112 0.222 0.035 0.137 
113. Scientific 
illustrator 0.019 0.292 0.307 0.092 0.223 
9. Astronomer 0.096 0.222 0.225 0.131 0.208 
176. Doing research 
work 0.086 0.245 0.294 0.196 0.103 
175. Making a 
speech 0.149 0.128 0.214 0.207 0.085 
169. Public speaking 0.176 0.116 0.182 0.380 0.112 
269. People who live 
dangerously 0.581 0.098 0.026 0.069 0.144 
255. Nonconformists 0.462 0.394 0.134 0.244 -0.018 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas 0.390 0.149 0.098 0.351 0.103 
210. Continually 
changing activities 0.387 0.072 0.075 0.112 0.133 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts 0.380 0.161 -0.045 0.127 -0.036 
232. Art galleries 0.298 0.666 0.019 0.190 -0.144 
234. Symphony 
concerts 0.190 0.642 0.096 0.241 -0.004 
122. Statistician -0.093 0.060 0.747 0.131 0.283 
191. Making 
statistical charts -0.085 0.103 0.728 0.045 0.216 
171. Sociology 0.092 0.165 0.183 0.637 0.003 
104. Psychologist 0.161 0.115 0.125 0.596 0.206 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 0.144 0.067 0.227 0.262 0.551 
22. Building 
contractor -0.044 0.021 0.156 -0.010 0.514 
54. Financial analyst -0.086 0.123 0.465 0.187 0.506 
Table S A  (continued) 
239 
Items 
HAm-100 Factors 
16-ADV 17-FNART 18-STAT 19-SOC 20-UN 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.178 -0.072 0.119 0.078 0.243 
99. Police officer 0.018 -0.207 0.109 0.021 0.141 
15. Auto racer 0.198 -0.060 0.066 -0.045 0.214 
128. TV announcer 0.217 0.106 0.160 0.249 0.082 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.114 0.174 0.171 0.313 0.142 
249. Organizing a 
play 0.261 0.247 0.180 0.203 -0.043 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.087 0.067 0.096 0.168 0.049 
Table 5 A (continued) 
240 
HAm-100 Factors 
Items 21-ADV2 22-UN 23-CIVIL 24-UN 25-UN 
89. Office manager 0.168 0.107 0.218 -0.032 0.126 
110. Retailer 0.185 0.201 0.071 0.073 0.027 
50. Employment 
manager 0.130 0.081 0.308 -0.061 0.218 
78. Manager, 
Chamber of 
Commerce 0.288 0.282 0.370 -0.133 0.178 
24. Buyer of 
merchandise 0.117 0.263 0.087 -0.055 0.078 
107. Realtor 0.297 0.371 0.068 0.100 -0.049 
23. Business teacher 0.073 0.114 0.104 -0.046 0.207 
105. Public relations 
director 0.225 0.305 0.415 -0.197 0.110 
108. Receptionist 0.143 0.140 0.157 0.077 0.102 
75. Life insurance 
agent 0.392 0.187 0.035 0.145 -0.047 
156. Literature -0.199 0.184 0.175 -0.143 0.281 
60. Free-lance 
writer 0.031 0.214 0.203 -0.053 0.229 
46. Editor -0.028 0.246 0.207 -0.149 0.271 
85. Newspaper 
reporter 0.135 0.352 0.277 -0.084 0.248 
150. English 
composition/^ riting -0.080 0.053 0.079 -0.132 0.242 
180. Writing reports 0.050 -0.105 0.200 0.009 0.144 
242. Attending 
lectures -0.171 0.122 0.313 -0.009 0.399 
136. Acting 0.032 0.436 0.259 0.002 0.274 
58. Foreign service 
officer 0.131 0.320 0.232 -0.147 0.162 
74. Librarian -0.058 0.168 0.175 0.007 0.248 
151. Geometry -0.016 0.103 -0.010 0.057 0.102 
138. Algebra -0.051 0.068 -0.028 0.025 0.063 
165. Physics -0.072 0.054 -0.031 0.036 0.092 
148. Computer 
science -0.083 -0.007 -0.023 0.077 0.106 
196. Drilling 
soldiers 0.308 0.103 0.062 0.131 -0.023 
Table 5 A (continued) 
241 
HAm-100 Factors 
Items 21-ADV2 22-UN 23-CIYIL 24-UN 25-UN 
227. Drilling in a 
military company 0.263 0.063 0.013 0.141 -0.049 
159. Military drill 0.296 0.043 0.038 0.162 -0.046 
59. Forest ranger 0.094 0.123 0.020 0.061 0.174 
106. Rancher 0.199 0.145 0.033 0.157 0.032 
201. Cabinetmaking 0.095 0.086 -0.003 0.284 0.094 
161. Nature study -0.132 0.011 0.156 -0.140 0.320 
244. Camping 0.032 -0.083 0.093 0.237 0.049 
240. Popular 
mechanics 
magazines 0.209 0.015 -0.085 0.391 -0.059 
143. Botany -0.150 0.154 0.132 -0.207 0.164 
219. Living in a city 0.079 0.202 0.032 -0.086 0.183 
115. Sculptor -0.033 0.218 0.106 0.037 0.203 
141. Art -0.212 0.085 0.059 -0.052 0.120 
26. Cartoonist 0.009 0.190 0.092 0.021 0.192 
263. Musical 
geniuses -0.085 0.205 0.225 -0.024 0.269 
181. Discussing 
politics 0.121 0.158 0.167 -0.018 0.211 
100. Politician 0.336 0.439 0.317 -0.032 0.110 
212. Participating in 
arguments 0.013 0.079 0.104 -0.087 0.093 
231. Electioneering 
for office 0.219 0.312 0.384 0.187 0.087 
217. Expressing 
judgments publicly, 
regardless of what 
others say 0.008 0.058 0.233 -0.007 0.000 
197. Watching an 
open-heart operation 0.072 0.105 0.074 0.063 0.072 
193. Giving first aid 
assistance 0.062 -0.032 0.281 0.098 0.105 
124. Surgeon 0.174 0.304 0.134 -0.069 0.090 
182. Taping a 
sprained ankle 0.010 0.050 0.217 0.068 0.240 
166. Physiology -0.149 0.079 0.218 -0.244 0.294 
152. Health 
education -0.076 -0.077 0.287 -0.164 0.334 
Table 5 A (continued) 
242 
HAm-100 Factors 
Items 21-ADV2 22-UN 23-CIVIL 24-UN 25-UN 
164. Physical 
education 0.078 -0.029 0.031 -0.020 0.246 
207. Competing in 
activities 0.170 0.150 0.182 0.118 0.004 
230. Playing team 
sports with friends 0.120 0.092 0.154 0.182 0.067 
236. Sports pages in 
the newspaper 0.377 0.126 -0.054 0.037 0.051 
221. Golf 0.172 0.168 0.020 0.008 0.045 
202. Bargaining 0.233 0.216 0.145 0.156 0.051 
194. Decorating a 
room with flowers -0.202 0.067 0.235 -0.116 0.138 
203. Looking at 
things in a clothing 
store 0.000 0.143 -0.022 -0.139 0.082 
190. Learning more 
about the foods I eat -0.090 0.013 0.171 -0.045 0.208 
40. Dance teacher -0.133 0.223 0.289 -0.092 0.369 
245. Preparing 
dinner for guests -0.017 0.088 0.180 0.081 -0.073 
49. Elementary 
school teacher -0.011 0.079 0.294 -0.059 0.183 
112. School 
principal 0.204 0.291 0.360 -0.007 0.250 
251. High school 
students 0.067 0.093 0.173 0.121 0.118 
188. Teaching 
adults -0.134 0.133 0.272 0.005 0.339 
33. College 
professor -0.098 0.202 0.206 -0.143 0.400 
206. Taking care of 
children -0.047 -0.030 0.202 0.058 -0.119 
264. Physically 
disabled people -0.067 0.022 0.297 0.091 0.160 
259. Physically sick 
people -0.070 -0.013 0.243 0.041 0.067 
261. Very old 
people 0.012 -0.039 0.166 0.130 0.064 
42. Dental assistant 0.089 0.092 0.123 -0.012 0.045 
Table S A  (continued) 
243 
HAm-100 Factors 
Items 21-ADV2 22-UN 23-CIVIL 24-UN 25-UN 
87. Nurse's 
aide/Orderly 0.204 0.064 0.181 0.118 0.023 
133. X-Ray 
technician 0.073 0.031 0.096 0.009 0.075 
72. Laboratory 
technician -0.002 0.078 0.023 0.011 0.077 
114. Scientific 
research worker -0.040 0.137 0.054 -0.044 0.181 
243. Performing 
scientific 
experiments -0.144 0.145 0.017 0.198 0.139 
113. Scientific 
illustrator 0.072 0.220 0.013 0.004 0.135 
9. Astronomer -0.073 0.213 0.033 0.030 0.259 
176. Doing research 
work -0.043 -0.068 0.154 0.028 0.194 
175. Making a 
speech 0.025 0.177 0.340 0.011 0.191 
169. Public 
speaking 0.030 0.179 0.398 -0.120 0.224 
269. People who 
live dangerously 0.187 0.187 0.082 0.102 0.073 
255. 
Nonconformists -0.111 0.079 0.140 -0.007 0.277 
265. Outspoken 
people with new 
ideas -0.129 0.094 0.303 0.025 0.176 
210. Continually 
changing activities -0.013 0.171 0.078 -0.045 0.088 
222. Jazz or rock 
concerts -0.003 0.085 0.063 0.009 0.324 
232. Art galleries -0.203 0.139 0.135 -0.020 0.155 
234. Symphony 
concerts -0.179 0.169 0.203 -0.100 0.227 
122. Statistician 0.094 0.144 0.006 -0.007 0.077 
191. Making 
statistical charts 0.068 0.014 0.058 0.105 0.072 
171. Sociology -0.062 0.087 0.285 -0.088 0.290 
104. Psychologist 0.049 0.215 0.183 -0.211 0.229 
Table 5 A (continued) 
244 
HAm-100 Factors 
Items 21-ADV2 22-UN 23-CIVIL 24-UN 25-UN 
36. Corporation 
lawyer 0.288 0.317 0.188 -0.087 0.054 
22. Building 
contractor 0.242 0.146 0.051 0.188 0.022 
54. Financial analyst 0.120 0.370 0.016 -0.063 0.123 
116. Secret service 
agent 0.526 0.222 0.136 0.026 0.049 
99. Police officer 0.501 0.080 0.055 0.191 0.003 
15. Auto racer 0.337 0.140 -0.067 0.171 0.075 
128. TV announcer 0.286 0.457 0.329 -0.217 0.248 
184. Heading a civic 
improvement 
program 0.100 0.223 0.623 -0.025 0.177 
249. Organizing a 
play -0.051 0.306 0.435 0.201 0.193 
216. Raising money 
for charity 0.214 0.084 0.418 0.070 0.015 
245 
APPENDIX B: 
RAW BIVARIATE CORRELATION DATA 
Table IB 
Correlation of BS-100 Factors with AfAm-100 Factors 
AfAm-100 Factors 
BS-100 Factors 1-BUS/SL 2-NTR/MEC 3-WR/LIT 4-MATH 5-MEDTEC 6-MIL1T 7-ENTR 8-SPNDP 
1-BUS/SL 0.97 0.07 0.32 0.02 0.41 0.29 -0.05 -0.04 
2-MATH 0.06 0.38 -0.01 0.96 0.20 0.14 -0.23 0.02 
3-WR/LIT 0.29 -0.13 0.95 -0.08 -0.03 -0.15 0.06 0.08 
4-NTR/MEC 0.15 0.91 0.05 0.25 0.37 0.29 -0.09 0.13 
5-CRART 0.39 0.21 0.58 -0.02 0.19 0.02 0.29 0.11 
6-POL/CIV 0.67 0.08 0.46 -0.05 0.02 0.24 -0.03 0.11 
7-MILIT 0.32 0.39 -0.09 0.12 0.31 0.99 -0.22 0.03 
8-ENTR 0.00 -0.23 0.13 -0.19 0.25 -0.17 0.95 0.53 
9-MEDTEC 0.17 0.26 -0.09 0.07 0.95 0.23 0.32 0.43 
10-ATHL 0.40 0.34 -0.13 0.18 0.20 0.42 -0.03 0.09 M 
11-SPNDP 0.05 0.04 0.13 -0.09 0.29 0.05 0.42 0.98 & 
12-MEDS/S 0.28 0.51 -0.06 0.33 0.32 0.40 -0.13 0.18 
13-TCH/EDU 0.34 -0.02 0.40 0.00 0.19 0.02 0.20 0.37 
14-ADV 0.24 0.12 0.39 0.00 -0.24 0.07 0.01 -0.03 
15-FNART -0.04 -0.07 0.63 0.09 -0.13 -0.29 0.19 0.15 
16-PBLSPK 0.35 -0.27 0.45 -0.16 -0.21 0.09 0.14 0.15 
17-HLT/SOC -0.01 0.03 0.36 0.05 0.13 -0.14 0.49 0.50 
18-SCI/RSC 0.08 0.38 0.27 0.39 0.18 0.06 -0.25 0.11 
19-UN 0.48 -0.46 0.46 -0.42 0.10 -0.09 0.08 -0.04 
Table IB (continued) 
AfAm-100 Factors 
BS-100 Factors 9-CRART 10-ATHL 11 -TCH/EDU 12-MEDS/S 13-OUTSPK 14-PBLSPK 15-FNART 16-ADV 
1-BUS/SL 0.22 0.39 0.43 0.21 0.30 0.29 0.06 0.27 
2-MATH 0.08 0.17 0.03 0.24 0.11 -0.11 0.13 -0.01 
3-WR/LIT 0.42 -0.15 0.39 -0.08 0.13 0.39 0.60 0.43 
4-NTR/MEC 0.37 0.21 0.13 0.39 0.08 -0.07 0.11 0.14 
5-CRART 0.95 0.17 0.26 0.29 -0.04 0.33 0.50 0.59 
6-POL/CIV 0.29 0.35 0.46 0.34 0.70 0.57 0.31 0.50 
7-MILIT 0.05 0.36 0.14 0.41 0.22 0.14 -0.14 0.14 
8-ENTR 0.26 -0.03 0.26 -0.11 -0.12 0.11 0.16 -0.08 
9-MEDTEC 0.19 0.08 0.24 0.23 -0.07 -0.20 -0.07 -0.19 
10-ATHL 0.13 0.97 0.26 0.39 0.41 0.18 -0.24 0.14 
11-SPNDP 0.16 0.05 0.43 0.26 0.06 0.17 0.19 0.05 
12-MEDS/S 0.28 0.40 0.15 0.95 0.25 0.09 -0.03 0.24 
13-TCH/EDU 0.26 0.19 0.98 0.22 0.14 0.39 0.22 0.22 
14-ADV 0.40 0.26 0.12 0.33 0.38 0.36 0.36 0.91 
15-FNART 0.39 -0.38 0.14 -0.09 -0.09 0.19 0.94 0.38 
16-PBLSPK 0.12 0.18 0.43 0.11 0.31 0.97 0.23 0.34 
17-HLT/SOC 0.36 -0.11 0.34 0.27 -0.06 0.24 0.48 0.17 
18-SCI/RSC 0.27 -0.03 0.12 0.30 0.13 0.02 0.39 0.21 
19-UN 0.16 0.01 0.42 0.04 0.04 0.33 0.12 0.26 
Table IB (continued) 
AfAm-100 Factors 
BS-100 Factors 17-HLT/SOC/NTR 18-STAT 19-POL/CIV 20-SCI/RSC 21-UN 22-UN 23-UN 
1-BUS/SL -0.02 0.43 0.45 -0.06 0.05 0.17 -0.27 
2-MATH 0.10 0.57 0.10 0.50 0.16 -0.42 0.09 
3-WR/LIT 0.34 0.52 0.46 0.24 0.13 0.22 0.02 
4-NTR/MEC 0.34 0.18 0.21 0.31 0.41 0.02 -0.15 
5-CRART 0.32 0.02 0.39 0.43 0.34 0.34 -0.47 
6-POL/CIV 0.16 0.35 0.92 0.07 -0.11 0.44 -0.32 
7-MILIT 0.01 0.18 0.29 -0.05 -0.11 0.12 -0.11 
8-ENTR 0.44 -0.08 -0.07 -0.08 -0.09 0.31 0.05 
9-MEDTEC 0.29 0.16 -0.10 0.11 0.23 0.15 -0.02 
10-ATHL 0.00 0.16 0.24 -0.08 -0.07 0.08 -0.21 
Il-SPNDP 0.49 0.08 0.17 0.10 -0.15 0.31 0.08 
12-MEDS/S 0.25 0.19 0.34 0.33 0.20 0.01 -0.23 
13-TCH/EDU 0.39 0.27 0.38 0.12 0.04 0.26 0.12 
14-ADV 0.12 0.05 0.43 0.31 -0.11 0.21 -0.23 
15-FNART 0.49 0.26 0.31 0.52 0.26 0.01 -0.05 
16-PBLSPK 0.22 0.14 0.52 -0.02 -0.33 0.35 -0.07 
17-HLT/SOC 0.95 0.02 0.18 0.38 0.16 0.16 0.01 
18-SCI/RSC 0.30 0.68 0.33 0.86 0.26 -0.22 0.07 
19-UN 0.07 0.14 0.29 -0.15 0.34 0.62 -0.11 
Table 2B 
Correlation of BS-100 Factors with AsAm-100 Factors 
AsAm-100 Factors 
BS-100 Factors 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-ENTR 4-NATR 5-SCI/RSC 6-MEDTEC 7-POL/OSPK 8-MILIT 
1-BUS/SL 0.96 0.19 0.18 0.09 0.09 0.27 0.57 0.31 
2-MATH 0.24 0.17 -0.14 0.26 0.74 0.13 0.10 0.14 
3-WR/LIT 0.35 0.97 0.23 0.16 0.24 0.05 0.46 -0.09 
4-NTR/MEC 0.12 0.07 -0.03 0.94 0.41 0.27 0.16 0.34 
5-CRART 0.23 0.37 0.37 0.48 0.23 0.14 0.37 0.05 
6-POL/CIV 0.55 0.31 0.15 0.13 0.09 0.03 0.98 0.30 
7-MILIT 0.28 -0.11 -0.11 0.22 0.14 0.22 0.28 0.99 
8-ENTR 0.01 0.01 0.94 0.05 -0.20 0.50 -0.03 -0.20 
9-MEDTEC 0.21 -0.08 0.38 0.33 0.20 0.95 -0.06 0.23 
10-ATHL 0.35 -0.16 0.03 0.20 0.08 0.13 0.30 0.40 
Il-SPNDP 0.05 0.03 0.49 0.24 0.03 0.50 0.18 0.04 
12-MEDS/S 0.23 -0.08 -0.10 0.42 0.41 0.20 0.28 0.41 
13-TCH/EDU 0.43 0.27 0.32 0.24 0.10 0.32 0.39 0.06 
14-ADV 0.07 0.27 0.04 0.16 0.18 -0.26 0.50 0.08 
15-FNART -0.04 0.63 0.30 0.21 0.36 -0.04 0.22 -0.26 
16-PBLSPK 0.30 0.25 0.24 -0.10 -0.10 -0.05 0.54 0.09 
17-HLT/SOC -0.03 0.22 0.56 0.41 0.21 0.31 0.08 -0.14 
18-SCI/RSC 0.19 0.39 -0.09 0.42 0.95 0.16 0.24 0.11 
19-UN 0.44 0.32 0.15 -0.16 -0.19 0.10 0.39 0.01 
Table 2B (continued) 
AsAm-100 Factors 
BS-100 Factors 9-MEDS/S 10-MATH 11-ATHL 12-PRFART 13-SPNDP 14-TCH/EDU 15-ADV 16-CRART 
1-BUS/SL 0.12 0.09 0.34 0.60 0.15 0.27 -0.08 -0.05 
2-MATH 0.38 0.98 0.19 -0.08 -0.06 -0.01 -0.13 0.08 
3-WR/LIT -0.11 0.08 -0.08 0.47 0.15 0.34 -0.19 0.34 
4-NTR/MEC 0.52 0.22 0.32 0.28 0.18 0.18 0.13 0.39 
5-CRART 0.28 0.02 0.14 0.82 0.23 0.32 0.19 0.82 
6-POL/CIV 0.18 0.03 0.34 0.61 0.29 0.39 0.08 0.05 
7-MIL1T 0.33 0.10 0.40 0.20 0.13 0.07 0.13 -0.04 
8-ENTR -0.04 -0.23 0.11 -0.09 0.46 0.22 -0.15 0.18 
9-MEDTEC 0.36 0.06 0.22 0.06 0.42 0.21 -0.19 0.12 
10-ATHL 0.39 0.13 0.98 0.23 0.15 0.22 0.23 -0.13 
11-SPNDP 0.28 -0.09 0.21 0.02 0.97 0.41 -0.11 0.07 
12-MEDS/S 0.95 0.30 0.44 0.33 0.24 0.18 0.27 0.19 
13-TCH/EDU 0.17 0.07 0.30 0.31 0.44 0.96 -0.22 0.07 
14-ADV 0.18 0.05 0.20 0.47 0.09 0.18 0.78 0.33 
15-FNART -0.06 0.16 -0.28 0.20 0.09 0.19 -0.13 0.56 
16-PBLSPK -0.06 -0.11 0.20 0.31 0.24 0.35 -0.03 -0.08 
17-HLT/SOC 0.34 0.04 0.12 0.09 0.44 0.36 -0.04 0.41 
18-SCI/RSC 0.38 0.46 0.06 0.14 0.09 0.11 -0.09 0.23 
19-UN -0.15 -0.29 -0.01 0.61 0.11 0.33 -0.14 -0.05 
Table 2B (continued) 
AsAm-100 Factors 
BS-100 Factors 17-HLT/SOC 18-FNART 19-PBLSPK 20-MECH 21-UN 22-ACADM 
1-BUS/SL 0.24 -0.14 0.03 0.13 0.32 0.30 
2-MATH -0.03 0.14 -0.21 0.29 -0.01 -0.02 
3-WR/LIT 0.12 0.48 0.17 -0.23 -0.40 0.62 
4-NTR/MEC 0.22 -0.05 -0.20 0.29 0.14 0.15 
5-CRART 0.31 0.46 0.07 0.15 -0.16 0.48 
6-POL/CIV 0.35 0.18 0.33 0.20 0.05 0.46 
7-MILIT 0.15 -0.28 0.06 0.32 0.28 -0.03 
8-ENTR 0.33 0.26 0.44 -0.29 -0.37 -0.09 
9-MEDTEC 0.26 -0.19 -0.10 -0.09 0.10 -0.09 
10-ATHL 0.21 -0.25 0.15 0.34 0.25 -0.19 
11-SPNDP 0.37 0.20 0.37 -0.14 -0.26 0.09 
12-MEDS/S 0.32 -0.11 -0.07 0.34 0.28 0.07 
13-TCH/EDU 0.34 0.21 0.37 -0.19 -0.22 0.43 
14-ADV 0.17 0.35 0.17 0.21 -0.02 0.28 
15-FNART 0.23 0.87 0.06 -0.10 -0.35 0.64 
16-PBLSPK 0.33 0.28 0.88 -0.03 -0.17 0.31 
17-HLT/SOC 0.79 0.48 0.38 -0.24 -0.25 0.32 
18-SCI/RSC 0.05 0.32 -0.15 0.16 -0.17 0.42 
19-UN 0.27 0.05 0.06 -0.58 -0.03 0.34 
Table 3B 
Correlation of BS-100 Factors with CAm-100 Factors 
CAm-100 Factors 
BS-100 Factors 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-NATR 4-CRART 5-ENTR 6-SCI/RSC 7-MILIT 8-ATHL 
1-BUS/SL 0.99 0.30 0.16 0.34 -0.12 0.10 0.34 0.31 
2-MATH 0.11 0.08 0.25 0.02 -0.27 0.66 0.11 0.17 
3-WR/LIT 0.22 0.99 0.06 0.43 0.07 0.22 -0.08 -0.18 
4-NTR/MEC 0.22 0.11 0.99 0.41 -0.13 0.53 0.36 0.32 
5-CRART 0.35 0.51 0.46 0.99 0.22 0.36 0.12 0.17 
6-POL/CIV 0.61 0.44 0.19 0.40 -0.03 0.16 0.31 0.31 
7-MILIT 0.39 -0.05 0.34 0.11 -0.22 0.17 1.00 0.38 
8-ENTR -0.04 0.09 -0.10 0.10 0.98 -0.18 -0.16 0.02 
9-MEDTEC 0.25 -0.03 0.30 0.13 0.32 0.25 0.26 0.14 
10-ATHL 0.44 -0.11 0.31 0.14 -0.09 0.09 0.42 0.99 
11-SPNDP 0.02 0.12 0.12 0.09 0.49 0.10 0.07 0.12 
12-MEDS/S 0.35 -0.02 0.51 0.35 -0.22 0.50 0.44 0.45 
13-TCH/EDU 0.34 0.39 0.15 0.26 0.19 0.14 0.07 0.21 
14-ADV 0.19 0.32 0.25 0.51 -0.06 0.23 0.12 0.23 
15-FNART -0.11 0.61 0.10 0.41 0.21 0.39 -0.25 -0.36 
16-PBLSPK 0.28 0.38 -0.14 0.17 0.16 -0.08 0.11 0.14 
17-HLT/SOC -0.06 0.32 0.26 0.31 0.52 0.30 -0.11 0.03 
18-SCI/RSC 0.09 0.38 0.38 0.23 -0.24 0.94 0.10 -0.01 
19-UN 0.44 0.42 -0.11 0.29 0.06 -0.18 0.01 -0.05 
Table 3B (continued) 
CAm-100 Factors 
BS-100 Factors 9-MEDS/S lO-POL/ClV 11-MATH 12-TCH/EDU 13-SPNDP 14-ADV 15-MEDTEC 16-PBLSPK 
1-BUS/SL 0.36 0.53 0.05 0.44 0.01 0.31 0.04 0.34 
2-MATH 0.32 0.00 0.96 0.09 -0.08 0.10 0.06 -0.09 
3-WR/LIT -0.08 0.39 0.02 0.40 0.02 0.39 -0.11 0.41 
4-NTR/MEC 0.51 0.13 0.26 0.14 0.15 0.20 0.22 -0.10 
5-CRART 0.37 0.32 0.09 0.26 0.15 0.53 0.04 0.27 
6-POL/CIV 0.38 0.98 0.00 0.44 0.19 0.64 -0.22 0.59 
7-MILIT 0.48 0.27 0.09 0.11 0.11 0.17 0.13 0.15 
8-ENTR -0.17 -0.04 -0.22 0.25 0.52 -0.05 0.44 0.11 
9-MEDTEC 0.29 -0.10 0.05 0.24 0.44 -0.16 0.97 -0.18 
10-ATHL 0.51 0.30 0.15 0.27 0.17 0.28 0.01 0.19 
11-SPNDP 0.18 0.15 -0.08 0.42 0.99 0.10 0.42 0.19 
12-MEDS/S 0.99 0.26 0.34 0.16 0.23 0.35 0.14 0.07 
13-TCH/EDU 0.18 0.33 0.05 0.99 0.38 0.23 0.15 0.42 
14-ADV 0.33 0.40 0.10 0.11 0.04 0.95 -0.37 0.30 
15-FNART -0.14 0.18 0.19 0.16 0.04 0.29 -0.10 0.16 
16-PBLSPK 0.04 0.53 -0.13 0.41 0.20 0.37 -0.26 0.99 
17-HLT/SOC 0.19 0.07 0.10 0.35 0.45 0.18 0.24 0.23 
18-SCI/RSC 0.32 0.16 0.43 0.17 0.01 0.29 0.05 0.04 
19-UN 0.01 0.38 -0.34 0.38 0.02 0.17 0.04 0.32 
Table 3B (continued) 
CAm-100 Factors 
BS-100 Factors 17-STAT/FN 18-FNART 19-HLT/SOC 20-UN 
1-BUS/SL 0.40 0.00 -0.15 -0.51 
2-MATH 0.68 0.26 0.07 0.31 
3-WR/LIT 0.30 0.64 0.32 -0.36 
4-NTR/MEC 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.11 
5-CRART -0.18 0.35 0.16 -0.44 
6-POL/CIV 0.13 0.14 0.00 -0.41 
7-MILIT 0.10 -0.24 -0.21 -0.04 
8-ENTR -0.15 0.05 0.55 0.02 
9-MEDTEC 0.11 -0.15 0.26 -0.01 
10-ATHL 0.15 -0.37 -0.17 -0.08 
11-SPNDP -0.08 0.03 0.49 0.04 
12-MEDS/S 0.08 -0.11 0.01 -0.09 
13-TCH/EDU 0.13 0.18 0.36 -0.29 
14-ADV -0.14 0.24 -0.05 -0.27 
15-FNART 0.08 0.97 0.53 -0.09 
16-PBLSPK -0.01 0.12 0.20 -0.28 
17-HLT/SOC -0.16 0.40 0.93 -0.03 
18-SCI/RSC 0.54 0.47 0.23 0.11 
19-UN 0.06 0.10 0.04 -0.93 
Table 4B 
Correlation of BS-100 Factors with HAm-100 Factors 
HAm-100 Factors 
BS-100 Factors 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-MATH 4-MILIT 5-NATR 6-CRART 7-POLIT 8-MEDS/S 
1-BUS/SL 0.89 0.35 -0.10 0.27 -0.05 -0.08 0.43 0.09 
2-MATH O i l  0.03 0.92 0.18 0.35 0.04 0.10 0.33 
3-WR/LIT 0.18 0.95 -0.10 -0.04 -0.04 0.22 0.39 -0.06 
4-NTR/MEC 0.21 0.10 0.33 0.33 0.93 0.42 0.04 0.53 
5-CRART 0.23 0.60 0.00 0.07 0.22 0.83 0.24 0.32 
6-POL/CIV 0.45 0.46 -0.15 0.24 -0.02 0.07 0.87 0.19 
7-MILIT 0.33 -0.05 0.12 0.97 0.25 0.01 0.18 0.34 
8-ENTR 0.24 0.08 -0.16 -0.15 -0.08 0.36 -0.15 0.15 
9-MEDTEC 0.47 -0.01 0.15 0.24 0.33 0.18 -0.25 0.43 
10-ATHL 0.37 -0.12 0.12 0.33 0.19 0.07 0.27 0.36 
11-SPNDP 0.20 0.10 -0.02 0.07 0.13 0.24 -0.01 0.42 
12-MEDS/S 0.19 0.02 0.34 0.41 0.37 0.22 0.22 0.87 
13-TCH/EDU 0.35 0.38 -0.02 0.12 0.03 0.11 0.18 0.23 
14-ADV -0.05 0.34 -0.01 0.08 0.05 0.39 0.57 0.19 
15-FNART -0.07 0.63 0.13 -0.17 0.10 0.37 0.23 0.05 
16-PBLSPK 0.22 0.39 -0.24 0.12 -0.27 0.04 0.40 0.06 
17-HLT/SOC 0.11 0.32 0.15 -0.01 0.22 0.48 0.01 0.55 
18-SCI/RSC 0.06 0.32 0.44 0.19 0.41 0.19 0.21 0.39 
19-UN 0.32 0.53 -0.53 -0.02 -0.42 -0.16 0.26 -0.18 
Table 4B (continued) 
HAm-100 Factors 
BS-100 Factors 9-ATHL 10-ENTR 11 -TCH/EDU 12-SPNDP 13-MEDTEC 14-SCI/RSC 15-PBLSPK 16-ADV 
1-BUS/SL 0.32 0.14 0.38 0.07 0.20 0.24 0.37 0.08 
2-MATH 0.14 -0.16 0.02 0.03 0.11 0.61 -0.04 -0.10 
3-WR/LIT -0.13 0.33 0.36 0.15 -0.07 0.31 0.44 0.28 
4-NTR/MEC 0.30 0.00 0.14 0.19 0.21 0.47 -0.03 0.05 
5-CRART 0.18 0.45 0.30 0.20 0.12 0.34 0.37 0.54 
6-POL/CIV 0.32 0.19 0.36 0.23 -0.08 0.32 0.59 0.38 
7-MILIT 0.34 -0.14 0.08 0.08 0.16 0.19 0.17 -0.01 
8-ENTR 0.09 0.89 0.30 0.46 0.32 -0.32 0.11 0.08 
9-MEDTEC 0.14 0.34 0.28 0.41 0.94 0.07 -0.16 -0.25 
10-ATHL 0.97 -0.03 0.24 0.15 0.07 0.11 0.20 0.10 
11-SPNDP 0.16 0.47 0.42 0.97 0.32 0.00 0.17 0.04 
12-MEDS/S 0.40 -0.06 0.13 0.22 0.21 0.50 0.13 0.17 
13-TCH/EDU 0.23 0.36 0.97 0.39 0.16 0.19 0.42 0.18 
14-ADV 0.23 0.15 0.12 0.10 -0.29 0.30 0.38 0.91 
15-FNART -0.30 0.40 0.16 0.19 -0.14 0.40 0.19 0.28 
16-PBLSPK 0.18 0.27 0.36 0.19 -0.26 0.02 0.96 0.27 
17-HLT/SOC 0.14 0.65 0.38 0.48 0.11 0.18 0.23 0.13 
18-SCI/RSC -0.01 -0.03 0.09 0.13 0.08 0.95 0.08 0.10 
19-UN -0.05 0.28 0.44 0.00 0.15 -0.06 0.29 0.22 
Table 4B (continued) 
HAm-100 Factors 
BS-100 Factors 17-FNART 18-STAT 19-SOC 20-UN 21-ADV2 22-UN 23-CIV1L 24-UN 25-UN 
1-BUS/SL 0.08 0.45 0.41 0.58 0.51 0.58 0.38 -0.12 0.23 
2-MATH 0.18 0.63 0.03 0.39 -0.12 0.02 -0.13 0.07 0.11 
3-WR/LIT 0.57 0.36 0.53 0.05 -0.14 0.17 0.36 -0.13 0.50 
4-NTR/MEC 0.07 0.15 0.10 0.10 0.22 0.15 0.16 0.06 0.21 
5-CRART 0.41 0.03 0.42 0.03 0.14 0.59 0.40 -0.07 0.43 
6-POL/CIV 0.30 0.25 0.49 0.32 0.43 0.51 0.69 0.05 0.25 
7-MILIT -0.17 0.16 0.04 0.22 0.45 0.15 0.14 0.19 0.02 
8-ENTR 0.06 -0.05 0.26 -0.54 -0.33 -0.18 0.35 0.07 0.17 
9-MEDTEC -0.12 0.23 0.16 -0.26 0.10 0.02 0.13 0.11 0.12 
10-ATHL -0.27 0.23 0.06 0.27 0.44 0.18 0.17 0.12 0.09 
11-SPNDP 0.04 0.05 0.35 -0.35 -0.13 -0.12 0.48 0.15 0.23 
12-MEDS/S -0.08 0.17 0.23 0.38 0.35 0.34 0.19 -0.05 0.15 
13-TCH/EDU 0.10 0.17 0.58 0.05 -0.08 0.14 0.56 -0.07 0.46 
14-ADV 0.27 -0.02 0.37 0.21 0.11 0.29 0.23 0.12 0.33 
15-FNART 0.90 0.14 0.42 -0.13 -0.46 0.17 0.22 -0.12 0.49 
16-PBLSPK 0.11 0.11 0.41 0.03 0.02 0.20 0.59 0.02 0.29 
17-HLT/SOC 0.21 -0.04 0.70 -0.37 -0.49 -0.11 0.46 -0.31 0.63 
18-SCI/RSC 0.33 0.56 0.24 0.27 -0.20 0.08 0.13 0.03 0.35 
19-UN 0.08 0.17 0.47 -0.04 0.26 0.49 0.45 -0.53 0.29 
Table 5B 
Correlation of AfAm-100 Factors with AsAm-100 Factors 
AsAm-100 Factors 
AfAm-100 Factors 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-ENTR 4-NATR 5-SCI/RSC 6-MEDTEC 7-POL/OSPK 8-MILIT 
1-BUS/SL 0.90 0.18 0.23 0.08 0.05 0.22 0.63 0.29 
2-NTR/MEC 0.03 -0.08 -0.18 0.81 0.44 0.18 0.06 0.39 
3-WR/LIT 0.34 0.89 0.32 0.18 0.18 0.03 0.50 -0.11 
4-MATH 0.12 0.02 -0.15 0.23 0.61 0.06 0.00 0.12 
5-MEDTEC 0.38 -0.05 0.31 0.34 0.24 0.89 0.00 0.28 
6-MILIT 0.23 -0.17 -0.14 0.17 0.09 0.18 0.21 0.98 
7-ENTR -0.02 0.01 0.92 0.08 -0.22 0.40 -0.05 -0.26 
8-SPNDP 0.01 0.03 0.50 0.27 0.10 0.50 0.12 0.00 
9-CRART 0.19 0.37 0.43 0.47 0.26 0.22 0.28 0.01 
10-ATHL 0.35 -0.17 0.02 0.12 0.04 0.06 0.29 0.34 
11-TCH/EDU 0.48 0.29 0.35 0.21 0.07 0.35 0.46 0.11 
12-MEDS/S 0.18 -0.09 -0.06 0.32 0.32 0.18 0.30 0.37 
13-OUTSPK 0.31 0.11 -0.08 0.02 0.10 -0.03 0.70 0.21 
14-PBLSPK 0.28 0.29 0.21 -0.01 -0.05 -0.09 0.56 0.11 
15-FNART 0.06 0.61 0.34 0.23 0.33 0.01 0.35 -0.15 
16-ADV 0.20 0.38 0.11 0.15 0.17 -0.17 0.53 0.11 
17-HLT/SOC/NTR 0.01 0.30 0.50 0.51 0.29 0.37 0.16 -0.02 
18-STAT 0.54 0.55 0.03 0.17 0.65 0.27 0.43 0.18 
19-POL/CIV 0.42 0.39 0.11 0.19 0.22 -0.01 0.90 0.28 
20-SCI/RSC -0.02 0.30 0.05 0.40 0.85 0.11 0.12 -0.07 
21-UN 0.03 0.18 -0.02 0.39 0.28 0.13 -0.10 -0.09 
22-UN 0.10 0.11 0.32 0.00 -0.27 0.16 0.38 0.10 
23-UN -0.09 0.03 -0.08 -0.07 0.06 0.09 -0.25 -0.09 
Table 5B (continued) 
AsAm-100 Factors 
AfAm-100 Factors 9-MEDS/S 10-MATH 11-ATHL 12-PRFART 13-SPNDP 14-TCH/EDU 15-ADV 16-CRART 
1-BUS/SL 0.12 0.04 0.36 0.67 0.19 0.29 0.01 0.02 
2-NTR/MEC 0.52 0.32 0.34 0.04 0.08 0.01 0.20 0.26 
3-WR/LIT -0.10 0.00 -0.08 0.61 0.21 0.40 -0.09 0.42 
4-MATH 0.38 0.96 0.19 -0.17 -0.11 -0.08 -0.07 0.06 
5-MEDTEC 0.35 0.14 0.23 0.16 0.32 0.16 -0.19 0.12 
6-MILIT 0.31 0.12 0.40 0.11 0.09 0.01 0.13 -0.08 
7-ENTR -0.01 -0.24 0.07 0.02 0.37 0.21 -0.04 0.28 
8-SPNDP 0.32 -0.02 0.19 -0.04 0.95 0.37 -0.15 0.10 
9-CRART 0.27 0.05 0.16 0.71 0.25 0.30 0.10 0.84 
10-ATHL 0.32 0.14 0.93 0.28 0.09 0.19 0.27 -0.12 
11-TCH/EDU 0.15 0.02 0.34 0.35 0.46 0.94 -0.23 0.03 
12-MEDS/S 0.90 0.20 0.40 0.29 0.30 0.24 0.28 0.13 
13-OUTSPK 0.18 0.11 0.38 0.12 0.11 0.14 0.23 -0.16 
14-PBLSPK 0.00 -0.09 0.20 0.44 0.21 0.38 0.05 0.06 
15-FNART -0.03 0.11 -0.16 0.30 0.20 0.25 -0.06 0.57 
16-ADV 0.10 0.01 0.13 0.62 0.14 0.26 0.58 0.35 
17-HLT/SOC/NTR 0.39 0.07 0.16 0.08 0.46 0.38 -0.11 0.39 
18-STAT 0.18 0.49 0.20 0.12 0.13 0.17 -0.30 -0.03 
19-POL/CIV 0.21 0.10 0.24 0.54 0.26 0.38 0.00 0.10 
20-SCI/RSC 0.36 0.43 -0.03 0.20 0.11 0.13 0.06 0.40 
21-UN 0.23 0.12 -0.05 0.28 -0.12 0.07 -0.14 0.36 
22-UN -0.08 -0.40 0.09 0.47 0.35 0.33 0.13 0.13 
23-UN -0.13 0.08 -0.14 -0.48 0.00 0.03 -0.21 -0.28 
TableSB (continued) 
AsAm-100 Factors 
AfAm-100 Factors 17-HLT/SOC 18-FNART 19-PBLSPK 20-MECH 21-UN 22-ACADM 
1-BUS/SL 0.31 -0.08 0.11 0.17 0.31 0.32 
2-NTR/MEC 0.05 -0.18 -0.25 0.55 0.24 -0.03 
3-WR/LIT 0.24 0.57 0.27 -0.19 -0.36 0.69 
4-MATH -0.03 0.08 -0.18 0.35 0.07 -0.13 
5-MEDTEC 0.20 -0.25 -0.19 0.01 0.22 -0.03 
6-MILIT 0.10 -0.30 0.05 0.36 0.30 -0.12 
7-ENTR 0.30 0.32 0.38 -0.25 -0.32 -0.07 
8-SPNDP 0.32 0.23 0.32 -0.13 -0.29 0.08 
9-CRART 0.23 0.44 0.08 0.10 -0.31 0.40 
10-ATHL 0.12 -0.21 0.13 0.36 0.24 -0.20 
11-TCH/EDU 0.37 0.19 0,40 -0.20 -0.20 0.41 
12-MEDS/S 0.38 -0.05 0.07 0.20 0.17 0.08 
13-OUTSPK 0.10 -0.12 0.18 0.20 0.14 0.09 
14-PBLSPK 0.35 0.34 0.81 0.00 -0.14 0.35 
15-FNART 0.32 0.81 0.14 -0.01 -0.29 0.65 
16-ADV 0.22 0.42 0.19 0.14 -0.08 0.43 
17-HLT/SOC/NTR 0.76 0.42 0.34 -0.25 -0.26 0.38 
18-STAT 0.04 0.13 -0.05 0.02 -0.18 0.30 
19-POL/CIV 0.34 0.30 0.34 0.25 -0.08 0.59 
20-SCI/RSC 0.12 0.52 -0.08 0.15 -0.22 0.39 
21-UN 0.05 0.11 -0.43 -0.30 0.03 0.17 
22-UN 0.40 0.08 0.32 -0.31 -0.11 0.18 
23-UN -0.20 -0.03 0.07 -0.34 -0.37 -0.10 
Table 6B 
Correlation of AfAm-100 Factors with CAm-100 Factors 
CAm-100 Factors 
AfAm-100 Factors 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-NATR 4-CRART 5-ENTR 6-SCI/RSC 7-MILIT 8-ATHL 
1-BUS/SL 0.97 0.32 0.15 0.43 -0.06 0.08 0.33 0.34 
2-NTR/MEC 0.14 -0.09 0.88 0.21 -0.25 0.52 0.40 0.36 
3-WR/LIT 0.28 0.97 0.08 0.58 0.16 0.21 -0.08 -0.15 
4-MATH 0.03 -0.07 0.23 -0.04 -0.23 0.54 0.10 0.20 
5-MEDTEC 0.43 0.00 0.33 0.19 0.18 0.29 0.31 0.17 
6-MILIT 0.34 -0.13 0.29 0.04 -0.23 0.12 0.99 0.38 
7-ENTR -0.04 0.09 -0.05 0.23 0.96 -0.17 -0.21 0.02 
8-SPNDP -0.04 0.11 0.13 0.08 0.50 0.15 0.02 0.10 
9-CRART 0.25 0.48 0.40 0.94 0.30 0.36 0.08 0.17 
10-ATHL 0.45 -0.12 0.24 0.19 -0.10 0.04 0.37 0.97 
11-TCH/EDU 0.41 0.41 0.13 0.26 0.21 0.11 0.13 0.23 
12-MEDS/S 0.27 -0.01 0.40 0.29 -0.14 0.41 0.40 0.40 
13-OUTSPK 0.31 0.15 0.05 -0.03 -0.17 0.09 0.21 0.35 
14-PBLSPK 0.29 0.42 -0.03 0.33 0.12 0.00 0.14 0.16 
15-FNART 0.03 0.62 0.14 0.48 0.22 0.38 -0.14 -0.24 
16-ADV 0.31 0.45 0.23 0.61 -0.04 0.22 0.16 0.14 
17-HLT/SOC/NTR -0.03 0.39 0.37 0.27 0.44 0.37 0.00 0.04 
18-STAT 0.35 0.49 0.14 0.05 -0.19 0.56 0.14 0.07 
19-POL/CIV 0.46 0.50 0.23 0.39 -0.07 0.30 0.29 0.20 
20-SCI/RSC -0.07 0.32 0.33 0.40 -0.05 0.89 -0.05 -0.06 
21-UN 0.02 0.17 0.41 0.33 -0.06 0.30 -0.09 -0.03 
22-UN 0.20 0.27 0.04 0.35 0.34 -0.18 0.12 0.06 
23-UN -0.33 -0.04 -0.17 -0.48 0.00 -0.03 -0.14 -0.22 
Table 6B (continued) 
CAm-100 Factors 
AfAm-100 Factors 9-MEDS/S lO-POL/CIV 11-MATH 12-TCH/EDU 13-SPNDP 14-ADV 15-MEDTEC 
1-BUS/SL 0.38 0.60 0.01 0.42 0.06 0.40 -0.02 
2-NTR/MEC 0.50 0.04 0.35 -0.03 0.08 0.13 0.15 
3-WR/LIT -0.04 0.45 -0.02 0.43 0.08 0.48 -0.14 
4-MATH 0.30 -0.07 0.97 -0.01 -0.10 0.03 0.03 
5-MEDTEC 0.33 -0.05 0.12 0.22 0.30 -0.12 0.88 
6-MILIT 0.44 0.20 0.11 0.05 0.08 0.12 0.11 
7-ENTR -0.13 -0.05 -0.19 0.20 0.43 0.02 0.37 
8-SPNDP 0.17 0.09 -0.01 0.38 0.97 0.05 0.44 
9-CRART 0.30 0.22 0.10 0.26 0.18 0.44 0.11 
10-ATHL 0.46 0.28 0.17 0.23 0.11 0.31 -0.05 
11-TCH/EDU 0.19 0.39 -0.01 0.98 0.40 0.25 0.16 
12-MEDS/S 0.94 0.27 0.24 0.22 0.30 0.38 0.11 
13-OUTSPK 0.27 0.70 0.06 0.19 0.05 0.51 -0.19 
14-PBLSPK 0.12 0.55 -0.09 0.40 0.16 0.44 -0.28 
15-FNART -0.05 0.31 0.12 0.22 0.14 0.39 -0.11 
16-ADV 0.28 0.44 0.05 0.23 0.06 0.90 -0.30 
17-HLT/SOC/NTR 0.23 0.14 0.11 0.39 0.45 0.18 0.28 
18-STAT 0.19 0.31 0.37 0.35 0.02 0.24 0.06 
19-POUCIV 0.36 0.92 0.08 0.41 0.17 0.59 -0.26 
20-SCI/RSC 0.28 0.04 0.46 0.10 0.08 0.34 0.06 
21-UN 0.15 -0.11 0.17 0.03 -0.15 -0.10 0.24 
22-UN 0.04 0.40 -0.42 0.28 0.34 0.27 0.09 
23-UN -0.26 -0.29 0.03 0.11 0.02 -0.26 0.10 
Table 6B (continued) 
CAm-100 Factors 
AfAm-100 Factors 16-PBLSPK 17-STAT/FN 18-FNART 19-HLT/SOC 20-UN 
1-BUS/SL 0.40 0.29 -0.01 -0.13 -0.54 
2-NTR/MEC -0.21 0.06 -0.11 -0.07 0.42 
3-WR/LIT 0.50 0.10 0.63 0.35 -0.47 
4-MATH -0.13 0.53 0.14 0.04 0.40 
5-MEDTEC -0.17 0.21 -0.15 0.13 -0.06 
6-MIL1T 0.11 0.09 -0.28 -0.23 0.05 
7-ENTR 0.10 -0.25 0.07 0.49 -0.05 
8-SPNDP 0.11 -0.05 0.08 0.52 0.12 
9-CRART 0.21 -0.09 0.32 0.21 -0.31 
10-ATHL 0.19 0.14 -0.37 -0.26 -0.12 
11-TCH/EDU 0.45 0.16 0.16 0.33 -0.36 
12-MEDS/S 0.16 0.02 -0.11 0.09 -0.14 
13-OUTSPK 0.30 0.19 -0.09 -0.06 0.03 
14-PBLSPK 0.98 -0.05 0.17 0.16 -0.36 
15-FNART 0.25 0.07 0.90 0.49 -0.13 
16-ADV 0.38 -0.07 0.36 -0.02 -0.47 
17-HLT/SOC/NTR 0.22 -0.06 0.42 0.92 -0.01 
18-STAT 0.18 0.88 0.39 0.15 -0.02 
19-POL/CIV 0.57 0.13 0.30 0.10 -0.31 
20-SCVRSC 0.03 0.23 0.50 0.32 0.08 
21-UN -0.26 0.07 0.26 0.16 -0.30 
22-UN 0.35 -0.31 -0.09 0.11 -0.58 
23-UN -0.10 0.20 0.05 0.17 0.26 
Table 7B 
Correlation of AfAm-100 Factors with HAm-100 Factors 
HAm-100 Factors 
AfAm-100 Factors 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-MATH 4-MILIT 5-NATR 6-CRART 7-POLIT 8-MEDS/S 
1-BUS/SL 0.84 0.37 -0.14 0.24 -0.08 0.01 0.49 0.10 
2-NTR/MEC 0.13 -0.15 0.49 0.36 0.93 0.33 0.02 0.51 
3-WR/LIT 0.22 0.97 -0.16 -0.05 -0.08 0.34 0.41 -0.02 
4-MATH 0.04 -0.12 0.95 0.16 0.35 0.04 0.03 0.32 
5-MEDTEC 0.60 0.02 0.20 0.27 0.33 0.15 -0.19 0.38 
6-MILIT 0.29 -0.14 0.16 0.96 0.23 -0.02 0.14 0.32 
7-ENTR 0.18 0.11 -0.17 -0.20 -0.06 0.44 -0.14 0.15 
8-SPNDP 0.16 0.08 0.06 0.04 0.17 0.26 -0.05 0.44 
9-CRART 0.20 0.55 0.05 0.05 0.23 0.88 0.15 0.32 
10-ATHL 0.33 -0.12 0.11 0.27 0.11 0.09 0.28 0.28 
11-TCH/EDU 0.42 0.41 -0.09 0.15 -0.01 0.08 0.23 0.21 
12-MEDS/S 0.13 0.02 0.24 0.39 0.25 0.19 0.22 0.85 
13-OUTSPK 0.25 0.07 0.02 0.15 0.01 -0.11 0.77 0.14 
14-PBLSPK 0.19 0.45 -0.21 0.15 -0.20 0.16 0.43 0.10 
15-FNART 0.06 0.64 0.08 -0.09 0.10 0.42 0.33 0.09 
16-ADV 0.06 0.51 -0.10 0.11 0.00 0.37 0.53 0.13 
17-HLT/SOC/NTR 0.15 0.37 0.17 0.10 0.34 0.42 0.06 0.58 
18-STAT 0.36 0.41 0.33 0.19 0.16 -0.10 0.35 0.17 
19-POL/CIV 0.31 0.52 -0.04 0.25 0.07 0.09 0.81 0.24 
20-SCI/RSC -0.10 0.30 0.45 0.04 0.34 0.41 0.10 0.41 
21-UN 0.00 0.25 0.09 -0.07 0.31 0.19 -0.10 0.15 
22-UN 0.19 0.32 -0.47 0.05 -0.20 0.20 0.22 0.00 
23-UN -0.15 -0.12 0.08 -0.01 -0.02 -0.26 -0.22 -0.07 
Table 7B (continued) 
HAm-100 Factors 
AfAm-100 Factors 9-ATHL 10-ENTR 11-TCH/EDU 12-SPNDP 13-MEDTEC 14-SCI/RSC 15-PBLSPK 16-ADV 
1-BUS/SL 0.36 0.19 0.36 0.11 0.16 0.22 0.44 0.19 
2-NTR/MEC 0.33 -0.22 -0.06 0.12 0.13 0.45 -0.14 -0.06 
3-WR/LIT -0.09 0.43 0.40 0.20 -0.10 0.29 0.54 0.40 
4-MATH 0.17 -0.19 -0.06 -0.02 0.06 0.46 -0.09 -0.14 
5-MEDTEC 0.17 0.25 0.24 0.30 0.89 0.14 -0.14 -0.26 
6-MIL1T 0.34 -0.18 0.02 0.06 0.13 0.13 0.13 -0.06 
7-ENTR 0.08 0.90 0.27 0.38 0.27 -0.31 0.11 0.18 
8-SPNDP 0.14 0.47 0.37 0.96 0.33 0.05 0.11 0.00 
9-CRART 0.18 0.48 0.30 0.22 0.17 0.30 0.32 0.48 
10-ATHL 0.94 -0.04 0.20 0.09 0.03 0.08 0.21 0.16 
11-TCH/EDU 0.25 0.39 0.96 0.40 0.18 0.17 0.45 0.18 
12-MEDS/S 0.35 0.00 0.19 0.26 0.16 0.42 0.20 0.25 
13-OUTSPK 0.38 -0.11 0.08 0.10 -0.12 0.19 0.31 0.22 
14-PBLSPK 0.19 0.26 0.36 0.16 -0.26 0.09 0.98 0.36 
15-FNART -0.17 0.41 0.21 0.27 -0.12 0.39 0.29 0.35 
16-ADV 0.14 0.24 0.25 0.13 -0.22 0.32 0.45 0.85 
17-HLT/SOC/NTR 0.14 0.60 0.40 0.50 0.15 0.26 0.22 0.08 
18-STAT 0.08 0.02 0.25 0.15 0.13 0.63 0.20 -0.02 
19-POL/CIV 0.21 0.16 0.34 0.22 -0.16 0.46 0.56 0.34 
20-SCI/RSC -0.05 0.14 0.07 0.17 0.08 0.84 0.09 0.25 
21-UN -0.06 0.10 0.11 -0.08 0.24 0.27 -0.22 -0.05 
22-UN 0.08 0.37 0.32 0.23 0.13 -0.18 0.33 0.36 
23-UN -0.24 -0.09 0.13 0.01 -0.02 -0.05 -0.16 -0.20 
Table 7B (continued) 
HAm-100 Factors 
AfAm-100 Factors 17-FNART 18-STAT 19-SOC 20-UN 21-ADV2 22-UN 23-CIVIL 24-UN 25-UN 
1-BUS/SL 0.12 0.37 0.47 0.53 0.55 0.61 0.45 -0.10 0.20 
2-NTR/MEC -0.01 0.13 -0.13 0.21 0.25 -0.02 -0.06 0.29 0.00 
3-WR/LIT 0.59 0.21 0.61 0.02 -0.11 0.32 0.47 -0.14 0.53 
4-MATH 0.10 0.46 -0.08 0.34 -0.11 -0.02 -0.20 0.09 0.01 
5-MEDTEC -0.09 0.31 0.15 -0.05 0.23 0.14 0.09 0.10 0.12 
6-M1LIT -0.20 0.13 -0.04 0.23 0.42 0.11 0.06 0.22 -0.04 
7-ENTR 0.08 -0.13 0.25 -0.48 -0.32 -0.02 0.29 0.03 0.19 
8-SPNDP 0.08 0.09 0.30 -0.34 -0.21 -0.14 0.41 0.13 0.21 
9-CRART 0.35 0.09 0.36 -0.03 0.02 0.43 0.36 -0.04 0.41 
10-ATHL -0.26 0.21 0.02 0.32 0.45 0.26 0.12 0.13 0.03 
11-TCH/EDU 0.10 0.22 0.60 0.05 0.00 0.17 0.60 -0.06 0.45 
12-MEDS/S -0.12 0.09 0.33 0.29 0.27 0.25 0.29 -0.07 0.18 
13-OUTSPK 0.07 0.23 0.15 0.26 0.32 0.07 0.23 0.08 -0.02 
14-PBLSPK 0.17 0.08 0.43 0.06 0.06 0.31 0.58 -0.04 0.32 
15-FNART 0.89 0.16 0.48 -0.12 -0.28 0.19 0.32 -0.05 0.47 
16-ADV 0.35 0.07 0.47 0.19 0.14 0.44 0.37 0.09 049 
17-HLT/SOC/NTR 0.23 0.05 0.69 -0.35 -0.42 -0.14 0.50 -0.27 0.66 
18-STAT 0.32 0.85 0.33 0.37 0.01 0.03 0.20 0.06 0.32 
19-POL/CIV 0.38 0.22 0.47 0.27 0.27 0.44 0.68 0.10 0.36 
20-SCI/RSC 0.36 0.32 0.27 0.10 -0.35 0.18 0.12 0.01 0.33 
21-UN 0.16 0.17 0.06 -0.05 -0.08 0.33 -0.08 -0.53 0.25 
22-UN 0.03 -0.14 0.38 -0.38 0.30 0.22 0.56 -0.11 0.07 
23-UN -0.20 0.06 -0.12 -0.18 -0.49 -0.56 -0.08 -0.02 0.13 
Table 8B 
Correlation of AsAm-100 Factors with CAm-100 Factors 
CAm-100 Factors 
AsAm-100 Factors 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-NATR 4-CRART 5-ENTR 6-SCI/RSC 7-MILIT 8-ATHL 
1-BUS/SL 0.92 0.35 0.11 0.26 -0.09 0.14 0.27 0.27 
2-WR/LIT 0.12 0.95 0.07 0.38 0.01 0.29 -0.11 -0.19 
3-ENTR 0.18 0.26 0.00 0.32 0.93 -0.03 -0.11 0.05 
4-NATR 0.13 0.23 0.93 0.46 0.05 0.54 0.23 0.24 
5-SCI/RSC 0.07 0.29 0.40 0.21 -0.22 0.96 0.12 0.06 
6-MEDTEC 0.28 0.08 0.23 0.12 0.42 0.24 0.21 0.11 
7-POL/OSPK 0.57 0.50 0.17 0.38 -0.05 0.20 0.28 0.24 
8-MILIT 0.36 -0.07 0.33 0.07 -0.26 0.16 0.99 0.36 
9-MEDS/S 0.18 -0.04 0.51 0.26 -0.09 0.51 0.33 0.41 
10-MATH 0.09 0.08 0.20 0.01 -0.28 0.57 0.09 0.13 
11-ATHL 0.39 -0.05 0.34 0.14 0.02 0.13 0.40 0.97 
12-PRFART 0.63 0.54 0.32 0.85 -0.05 0.18 0.23 0.21 
13-SPNDP 0.16 0.19 0.18 0.21 0.43 0.13 0.12 0.14 
14-TCH/EDU 0.27 0.38 0.19 0.32 0.20 0.13 0.07 0.21 
15-ADV 0.01 -0.15 0.20 0.20 -0 11 0.02 0.16 0.28 
16-CRART -0.02 0.39 0.41 0.80 0.25 0.33 -0.02 -0.07 
17-HLT/SOC 0.27 0.18 0.26 0.29 0.33 0.16 0.15 0.23 
18-FNART -0.18 0.51 0.01 0.43 0.33 0.31 -0.28 -0.22 
19-PBLSPK 0.04 0.18 -0.16 0.04 0.43 -0.16 0.05 0.14 
20-MECH 0.21 -0.21 0.29 0.15 -0.29 0.26 0.32 0.33 
21-UN 0.37 -0.39 0.14 -0.14 -0.38 -0.08 0.29 0.25 
22-ACADM 0.27 0.66 0.16 0.47 -0.04 0.35 -0.03 -0.19 
Table 8B (continued) 
CAm-100 Factors 
AsAm-100 Factors 9-MEDS/S ÎO-POL/CIV 11-MATH 12-TCH/EDU 13-SPNDP 14-ADV 15-MEDTEC 
1-BUS/SL 0.30 0.47 0.13 0.51 0.02 0.27 0.05 
2-WR/LIT -0.08 0.31 0.11 0.31 -0.04 0.35 -0.11 
3-ENTR -0.07 0.11 -0.15 0.34 0.48 0.12 0.38 
4-NATR 0.40 0.09 0.25 0.23 0.25 0.21 0.25 
5-SCI/RSC 0.37 0.06 0.64 0.12 -0.01 0.26 0.11 
6-MEDTEC 0.20 -0.04 0.03 0.35 0.49 -0.12 0.92 
7-POL/OSPK 0.32 0.96 0.05 0.45 0.17 0.68 -0.23 
8-M1LIT 0.45 0.26 0.09 0.08 0.07 0.14 0.11 
9-MEDS/S 0.92 0.11 0.38 0.17 0.33 0.24 0.26 
10-MATH 0.27 0.00 0.97 0.07 -0.11 0.10 0.01 
11-ATHL 0.49 0.27 0.16 0.34 0.25 0.27 0.09 
12-PRFART 0.38 0.54 -0.05 0.34 0.05 0.55 -0.10 
13-SPNDP 0.26 0.25 -0.09 0.45 0.97 0.18 0.38 
14-TCH/EDU 0.20 0.33 -0.01 0.94 0.39 0.26 0.14 
15-ADV 0.31 0.03 -0.03 -0.25 -0.04 0.63 -0.24 
16-CRART 0.17 0.00 0.13 0.05 0.08 0.30 0.10 
17-HLT/SOC 0.35 0.32 0.00 0.35 0.38 0.24 0.19 
18-FNART -0.14 0.19 0.17 0.19 0.15 0.35 -0.16 
19-PBLSPK -0.05 0.32 -0.19 0.38 0.35 0.22 -0.11 
20-MECH 0.36 0.19 0.31 -0.19 -0.09 0.20 -0.22 
21-UN 0.32 0.05 0.04 -0.22 -0.22 -0.05 0.01 
22-ACADM 0.06 0.45 -0.03 0.43 0.05 0.35 -0.17 
Table 8B (continued) 
AsAm-100 Factors 
CAm-100 Factors 
16-PBLSPK 17-STAT/FN 18-FNART 19-HLT/SOC 20-UN 
1-BUS/SL 0.35 0.56 0.05 -0.06 -0.41 
2-WR/LIT 0.29 0.34 0.68 0.29 -0.27 
3-ENTR 0.22 -0.08 0.21 0.56 -0.12 
4-NATR -0.03 -0.02 0.15 0.31 0.16 
5-SCI/RSC -0.04 0.57 0.41 0.21 0.18 
6-MEDTEC -0.04 0.19 -0.07 0.37 0.01 
7-POL/OSPK 0.58 0.22 0.22 0.02 -0.38 
8-MILIT 0.12 0.11 -0.24 -0.23 -0.03 
9-MEDS/S -0.01 0.08 -0.08 0.19 0.08 
10-MATH -0.07 0.60 0.24 0.04 0.29 
11-ATHL 0.21 0.16 -0.28 0.00 -0.04 
12-PRFART 0.41 -0.06 0.17 -0.11 -0.76 
13-SPNDP 0.23 -0.07 0.03 0.42 -0.07 
14-TCH/EDU 0.39 -0.01 0.17 0.33 -0.31 
15-ADV -0.03 -0.38 -0.20 -0.27 -0.07 
16-CRART -0.01 -0.19 0.48 0.31 -0.07 
17-HLT/SOC 0.33 -0.13 0.15 0.66 -0.28 
18-FNART 0.28 0.01 0.82 0.48 -0.10 
19-PBLSPK 0.84 -0.19 0.00 0.37 -0.03 
20-MECH 0.00 0.01 -0.12 -0.39 0.39 
21-UN -0.16 -0.11 -0.36 -0.39 -0.05 
22-ACADM 0.39 0.03 0.63 0.30 -0.36 
Table 9B 
Correlation of AsAm-100 Factors with HAm-100 Factors 
HAm-100 Factors 
AsAm-100 Factors 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-MATH 4-MILIT 5-NATR 6-CRART 7-POLIT 8-MEDS/S 
1-BUS/SL 0.86 0.37 -0.01 0.25 -0.06 -0.10 0.39 0.09 
2-WR/LIT 0.09 0.91 0.01 -0.06 0.01 0.21 0.37 -0.05 
3-ENTR 0.41 0.28 -0.14 -0.10 -0.04 0.45 -0.01 0.19 
4-NATR 0.17 0.20 0.33 0.25 0.89 0.55 -0.02 0.55 
5-SCI/RSC 0.07 0.23 0.65 0.21 0.45 0.22 0.15 0.44 
6-MEDTEC 0.54 0.08 0.13 0.22 0.27 0.21 -0.21 0.41 
7-POUOSPK 0.41 0.50 -0.10 0.23 -0.02 0.06 0.88 0.15 
8-MILIT 0.29 -0.07 0.13 0.97 0.25 -0.04 0.18 0.30 
9-MEDS/S 0.12 -0.03 0.42 0.33 0.45 0.28 0.08 0.94 
10-MATH 0.07 0.02 0.92 0.15 0.29 0.02 0.11 0.27 
11-ATHL 0.38 -0.07 0.15 0.33 0.24 0.13 0.23 0.43 
12-PRFART 0.39 0.66 -0.23 0.14 -0.01 0.41 0.41 0.13 
13-SPNDP 0.30 0.18 -0.05 0.11 0.13 0.27 0.07 0.43 
14-TCH/EDU 0.26 0.39 -0.08 0.10 0.06 0.17 0.19 0.23 
15-ADV -0.16 -0.15 -0.02 0.08 0.08 0.25 0.25 0.16 
16-CRART -0.01 0.44 0.15 -0.01 0.34 0.88 0.03 0.28 
17-HLT/SOC 0.35 0.23 0.02 0.17 0.12 0.27 0.21 0.50 
18-FNART -0.18 0.55 0.09 -0.20 -0.01 0.43 0.21 0.05 
19-PBLSPK 0.12 0.17 -0.21 0.08 -0.19 0.14 0.17 0.14 
20-MECH 0.10 -0.22 0.37 0.24 0.36 0.15 0.21 0.23 
21-UN 0.27 -0.35 0.04 0.19 0.08 -0.31 0.09 0.07 
22-ACADM 0.18 0.69 -0.13 0.01 0.03 0.19 0.34 0.06 
Table 9B (continued) 
HAm-100 Factors 
AsAm-100 Factors 9-ATHL 10-ENTR 11-TCH/EDU 12-SPNDP 13-MEDTEC 14-SCI/RSC 15-PBLSPK 16-ADV 
1-BUS/SL 0.28 0.15 0.43 0.10 0.20 0.27 0.37 0.05 
2-WR/LIT -0.15 0.25 0.26 0.11 -0.08 0.36 0.34 0.24 
3-ENTR 0.12 0.95 0.38 0.47 0.31 -0.14 0.24 0.19 
4-NATR 0.24 0.18 0.22 0.30 0.21 0.46 0.03 0.09 
5-SCI/RSC 0.05 -0.04 0.06 0.11 0.14 0.92 0.02 0.07 
6-MEDTEC 0.13 0.44 0.37 0.47 0.88 0.07 -0.04 -0.21 
7-POUOSPK 0.25 0.18 0.35 0.23 -0.09 0.37 0.59 0.42 
8-MILIT 0.31 -0.18 0.06 0.04 0.14 0.18 0.13 -0.04 
9-MEDS/S 0.37 0.03 0.14 0.32 0.27 0.46 0.05 0.07 
10-MATH 0.11 -0.17 0.01 -0.01 0.06 0.53 -0.03 -0.08 
11-ATHL 0.96 0.09 0.32 0.23 0 11 0.13 0.22 0.09 
12-PRFART 0.21 0.25 0.36 0.08 0.07 0.29 0.48 0.51 
13-SPNDP 0.18 0.45 0.44 0.96 0.31 0.07 0.23 0.11 
14-TCH/EDU 0.23 0.37 0.94 0.39 0.15 0.17 0.40 0.22 
15-ADV 0.26 -0.08 -0.20 -0.06 -0.22 0.00 0.04 0.67 
16-CRART -0.04 0.38 0.09 0.15 0.08 0.24 0.10 0.36 
17-HLT/SOC 0.32 0.49 0.39 0.36 0.11 0.10 0.31 0.11 
18-FNART -0.17 0.47 0.19 0.24 -0.18 0.31 0.31 0.40 
19-PBLSPK 0.20 0.42 0.35 0.30 -0.20 -0.15 0.79 0.19 
20-MECH 0.31 -0.31 -0.24 -0.05 -0.15 0.28 0.04 0.03 
21-UN 0.23 -0.34 -0.22 -0.22 0.06 -0.04 -0.15 -0.22 
22-ACADM -0.17 0.22 0.40 0.15 -0.09 0.47 0.39 0.29 
Table 9B (continued) 
HAm-100 Factors 
AsAm-100 Factors 17-FNART 18-STAT 19-SOC 20-UN 21-ADV2 22-UN 23-CIVIL 24-UN 25-UN 
1-BUS/SL 0.08 0.57 0.43 0.58 0.35 0.45 0.39 -0.12 0.26 
2-WR/LIT 0.61 0.38 0.44 0.06 -0.17 0.12 0.22 -0.12 0.45 
3-ENTR 0.22 0.04 0.41 -0.39 -0.26 0.04 0.46 0.03 0.34 
4-NATR 0.14 0.13 0.22 0.00 -0.01 0.07 0.27 0.03 0.33 
5-SCI/RSC 0.28 0.59 0.19 0.26 -0.20 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.29 
6-MEDTEC -0.08 0.31 0.26 -0.27 -0.03 -0.04 0.29 0.14 0.23 
7-POUOSPK 0.35 0.34 0.50 0.35 0.35 0.48 0.66 0.07 0.26 
8-MILIT -0.16 0.16 0.00 0.22 0.45 0.14 0.11 0.18 -0.01 
9-MEDS/S -0.09 0.17 0.22 0.25 0.16 0.16 0.15 -0.05 0.17 
10-MATH 0.18 0.53 0.02 0.38 -0.10 0.02 -0.14 0.07 0.10 
11-ATHL -0.22 0.23 0.15 0.16 0.32 0.10 0.23 0.10 0.20 
12-PRFART 0.26 0.12 0.45 0.25 0.45 0.77 0.50 -0.18 0.38 
13-SPNDP 0.06 0.08 0.39 -0.25 -0.01 0.00 0.53 0.13 0.26 
14-TCH/EDU 0.14 0.05 0.55 0.00 -0.02 0.17 0.52 -0.05 0.40 
15-ADV -0.15 -0.31 -0.02 0.06 0.22 0.07 -0.18 0.11 -0.02 
16-CRART 0.48 -0.06 0.26 -0.15 -0.12 0.22 0.09 -0.06 0.32 
17-HLT/SOC 0.05 0.01 0.73 -0.24 -0.05 0.10 0.51 -0.30 0.51 
18-FNART 0.74 0.11 0.40 -0.15 -0.52 0.19 0.35 -0.02 0.43 
19-PBLSPK -0.03 -0.08 0.33 -0.24 -0.17 -0.07 0.56 0.16 0.26 
20-MECH 0.07 0.01 -0.29 0.43 0.33 0.20 -0.14 0.54 -0.16 
21-UN -0.21 -0.13 -0.17 0.35 0.57 0.24 -0.33 -0.09 -0.33 
22-ACADM 0.60 0.07 0.50 0.13 -0.08 0.36 0.52 -0.13 0.53 
Table 10B 
Correlation of CAm-100 Factors with HAm-100 Factors 
HAm-100 Factors 
CAm-100 Factors 1-BUS/SL 2-WR/LIT 3-MATH 4-MILIT 5-NATR 6-CRART 7-POLIT 8-MEDS/S 
1-BUS/SL 0.88 0.30 -0.08 0.31 0.00 -0.02 0.43 0.15 
2-WR/LIT 0.20 0.97 -0.08 -0.01 0.00 0.29 0.40 0.02 
3-NATR 0.19 0.12 0.31 0.33 0.91 0.46 0.07 0.54 
4-CRART 0.24 0.61 -0.03 0.08 0.21 0.80 0.25 0.29 
5-ENTR 0.15 0.11 -0.19 -0.20 -0.08 0.41 -0.16 0.10 
6-SCI/RSC 0.09 0.26 0.61 0.24 0.53 0.33 0.15 0.54 
7-MILIT 0.33 -0.05 0.11 0.97 0.25 0.03 0.17 0.34 
8-ATHL 0.31 -0.14 0.16 0.30 0.23 0.14 0.22 0.39 
9-MEDS/S 0.27 0.03 0.31 0.44 0.35 0.22 0.25 0.84 
lO-POL/CIV 0.38 0.44 -0.17 0.20 -0.04 0.01 0.89 0.12 
11-MATH 0.02 0.00 0.94 0.14 0.33 0.09 0.08 0.32 
12-TCH/EDU 0.43 0.42 -0.04 0.14 0.02 0.09 0.23 0.22 
13-SPNDP 0.19 0.06 -0.03 0.08 0.14 0.27 -0.02 0.45 
14-ADV 0.12 0.43 0.00 0.14 0.06 0.38 0.70 0.25 
15-MEDTEC 0.32 -0.08 0.13 0.13 0.26 0.16 -0.39 0.34 
16-PBLSPK 0.26 0.45 -0.21 0.15 -0.22 0.09 0.42 0.10 
17-STAT/FN 0.32 0.17 0.42 0.13 0.04 -0.28 0.20 0.02 
18-FNART -0.05 0.64 0.17 -0.15 0.05 0.25 0.25 -0.01 
19-HLT/SOC 0.07 0.32 0.13 -0.09 0.16 0.33 -0.05 0.40 
20-UN -0.28 -0.53 0.51 0.00 0.42 0.01 -0.28 0.13 
Table I OB (continued) 
HAm-100 Factors 
CAm-100 Factors 9-ATHL 10-ENTR 11-TCH/EDU 12-SPNDP 13-MEDTEC 14-SCI/RSC 15-PBLSPK 16-ADV 
1-BUS/SL 0.38 0.13 0.36 0.08 0.22 0.23 0.37 0.13 
2-WR/LIT -0.09 0.37 0.38 0.19 -0.04 0.37 0.47 0.32 
3-NATR 0.33 0.05 0.15 0.20 0.17 0.46 0.00 0.14 
4-CRART 0.19 0.40 0.30 0.18 0.11 0.33 0.37 0.55 
5-ENTR 0.02 0.90 0.25 0.43 0.27 -0.33 0.11 0,13 
6-SCI/RSC 0.08 0.02 0.10 0.18 0.17 0.94 0.06 0.13 
7-MILIT 0.34 -0.13 0.07 0.07 0.16 0.18 0.17 0.01 
8-ATHL 0.98 0.00 0.22 0.15 0.05 0.09 0.18 0.12 
9-MEDS/S 0.46 -0.04 0.16 0.22 0.21 0.47 0.17 0.21 
lO-POL/CIV 0.26 0.15 0.29 0.20 -0.15 0.29 0.55 0.31 
11-MATH 0.15 -0.14 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.52 -0.04 -0.04 
12-TCH/EDU 0.26 0.38 0.97 0.40 0.18 0.21 0.44 0.16 
13-SPNDP 0.21 0.45 0.39 0.96 0.33 -0.02 0.15 0.07 
14-ADV 0.28 0.21 0.22 0.18 -0.20 0.40 0.48 0.85 
15-MEDTEC 0.02 0.34 0.21 0.39 0.92 -0.06 -0.26 -0.33 
16-PBLSPK 0.18 0.25 0.39 0.17 -0.24 0.10 0.98 0.29 
17-STAT/FN 0.05 -0.13 0.12 -0.03 0.13 0.47 0.03 -0.19 
18-FNART -0.32 0.31 0.16 0.13 -0.16 0.44 0.18 0.23 
19-HLT/SOC -0.02 0.63 0.37 0.48 0.14 0.12 0.15 -0.05 
20-UN -0.04 -0.25 -0.39 0.04 -0.08 0.02 -0.33 -0.40 
Table 10B (continued) 
HAm-100 Factors 
CAm-100 Factors 17-FNART 18-STAT 19-SOC 20-UN 21-ADV2 22-UN 23-CIVIL 24-UN 25-UN 
1-BUS/SL 0.04 0.38 0.39 0.56 0.57 0.60 0.38 -0.08 0.20 
2-WR/LIT 0.57 0.32 0.56 0.04 -0.12 0.23 0.43 -0.15 0.52 
3-NATR 0.08 0.11 0.15 0.09 0.20 0.18 0.19 0.04 0.27 
4-CRART 0.39 0.06 0.43 0.07 0.19 0.61 0.39 -0.07 0.42 
5-ENTR 0.11 -0.17 0.24 -0.59 -0.35 -0.15 0.35 0.04 0.16 
6-SCI/RSC 0.30 0.46 0.23 0.21 -0.14 0.13 0.13 0.05 0.33 
7-MILIT -0.16 0.13 0.03 0.22 0.47 0.18 0.14 0.19 0.01 
8-ATHL -0.28 0.13 0.05 0.22 0.39 0.17 0.15 0.09 0.09 
9-MEDS/S -0.11 0.18 0.26 0.41 0.42 0.36 0.22 -0.04 0.16 
ÎO-POL/CIV 0.31 0.21 0.43 0.28 0.39 0.48 0.64 0.03 0.20 
11-MATH 0.18 0.45 0.01 0.36 -0.12 0.07 -0.15 0.05 0.11 
12-TCH/EDU 0.10 0.26 0.61 0.09 -0.04 0.15 0.58 -0.07 0.47 
13-SPNDP -0.01 0.00 0.31 -0.35 -0.06 -0.08 0.47 0.17 0.18 
14-ADV 0.30 0.18 0.49 0.28 0.17 0.36 0.38 0.12 0.40 
15-MEDTEC -0.16 0.14 0.08 -0.39 -0.06 -0.12 0.03 0.07 0.08 
16-PBLSPK 0.15 0.13 0.43 0.09 0.07 0.28 0.62 0.01 0.34 
17-STAT/FN 0.15 0.92 0.13 0.47 -0.05 -001 -0.04 0.00 0.15 
18-FNART 0.87 0.26 0.41 -0.01 -0.47 0.14 0.16 -0.15 0.51 
19-HLT/SOC 0.26 0.08 0.63 -0.47 -0.62 -0.27 0.39 -0.28 0.57 
20-UN -0.08 -0.05 -0.47 -0.07 -0.34 -0.63 -0.43 0.47 -0.32 
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Table 1C 
Correlation of AfAm-100 Factors with Factors Derived From Analysis of 100-Item Subset 
with Balanced Sample and Each Racial and Ethnic Group 
Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
AfAm-100 Factors BS-100 AsAm-100 
1. Business/Sales .97 
.67 
1. Business/Sales 
6. Politics/Civil Service 
.90 1. Business/Sales 
.67 12. Performing Arts 
.63 7. Politics/Outspokenness 
2. Nature/Mechanical 
Activities 
.91 
.51 
4. Nature/Mechanical 
12. Medical — sci/service 
.81 4. Nature Act 
.55 20. Mechanical Act 
.52 9. Medical - sci/service 
3. Writing/Literature .95 
.63 
.58 
3. Writing/Literature 
15. Fine Arts 
5. Creative Arts 
.89 2. Writing/Literature 
.69 22. Academic Interests 
.61 12. Performing Arts 
.57 18. Fine Arts 
.50 7. Politics/Outspokenness 
4. Mathematics .96 2. Mathematics .96 10. Mathematics 
.61 5. Science/Research 
5. Medical - technical 
support 
.95 9. Medical - tech support .89 6. Medical — tech support 
6. Military Activities .99 7. Military Act. .98 8. Military Act 
7. Entertaining .95 8. Entertaining .92 3. Entertaining 
8. Special Needs 
People 
.98 
.53 
11. Special Needs People 
8. Entertaining 
.95 13. Special Needs People 
.50 6. Medical — tech support 
9. Creative Arts .95 5. Creative Arts .84 16. Creative Arts 
.71 12. Performing Arts 
10. Athletics .97 10. Athletics .93 11. Athletics 
11. Teaching/ 
Education 
.98 13. Teaching/Education .94 14. Teaching/Education 
12. Medical - science 
& service 
.95 12. Medical - sci & service .90 9. Medical — sci/service 
Table 1C (continued) 
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Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
AfAm-100 Factors BS-100 AsAm-100 
13. Outspokenness .70 6. Politics/Civil Service .70 7. Politics/Outspokenness 
14. Public Speaking .97 14. Adventurous .81 19. Public Speaking 
.57 6. Politics/Civil Service .56 7. Politics/Outspokenness 
15. Fine Arts .94 15. Fine Arts .81 18. Fine Arts 
.60 3. Writing/Literature .65 22. Academic Interests 
.50 5. Creative Arts .61 2. Writing/Literature 
.57 16. Creative Arts 
16. Adventurous .91 14. Adventurous .62 12. Performing Arts 
.59 5. Creative Arts .58 15. Adventurous 
.50 6. Politics/Civil Service .53 7. Politics/Outspokenness 
17. Social/Heath and .95 17. Health/Social Sci .76 17. Health/Social Sci 
Natural Sciences .51 4. Nature Act. 
18. Statistics .68 18. Science/Research .65 5. Science/Research 
.57 2. Mathematics .55 2. Writing/Literature 
.52 3. Writing/Literature .54 1. Business/Sales 
.49 10. Math 
19. Politics & Civil .92 6. Politics/Civil Service .90 7. Politics/Outspokenness 
Service .52 16. Public Speaking .56 22. Academic Inerests 
.54 12. Performing Arts 
20. Science/Research .86 18. Science/Research .85 5. Science/Research 
.52 15. Fine Art .52 18. Fine Art 
21. Unclear 
22. Unclear .62 19. Unclear 
23. Unclear 
Table 1C (continued) 
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Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
AfAm-100 Factors CAm-100 HAm-100 
1. Business/Sales .97 1. Business/Sales 
.60 10. Politics/Civil Service 
-.54 20. Unclear 
.84 1. Business/Sales 
.61 22. Unclear 
.55 21. Adventurous subset 
.53 20. Unclear 
2. Nature/Mechanical 
Activities 
.88 3. Nature Act. 
.52 6. Science/Research 
.50 9. Medical - sci/service 
.93 5. Nature Activities 
.51 8. Medical - sci & service 
3. Writing/Literature .97 2.Writing/Literature 
.63 18. Fine Arts 
.58 4. Creative Arts 
.50 16. Public Speaking 
.97 2. Writing/Literature 
.61 19. Social Science 
.59 17. Fine arts 
.54 15 Public Speaking 
.53 25. Unclear 
4. Mathematics .97 11. Mathematics 
.54 6. Science/Research 
.53 17. Statistics/Finance 
.95 3. Mathematics 
5. Medical - technical 
support 
.88 15. Medical - tech support .89 13. Medical - tech support 
.60 1. Business/Sales 
6. Military Activities .99 7. Military Act. .96 4. Military Act. 
7. Entertaining .96 5. Entertaining .90 10. Entertaining 
8. Special Needs 
People 
.97 13. Special Needs People 
.52 19. Health/Social Sci 
.50 5. Entertaining 
.96 12. Special Needs People 
9. Creative Arts .94 4. Creative Arts .88 6. Creative Arts 
.55 2. Writing/Literature 
10. Athletics .97 8. Athletics .94 9. Athletics 
11. Teaching/ 
Education 
.98 12. Teaching/Education .96 11. Teaching/Education 
.60 19. Social Science 
.60 23. Civil Service 
Table 1C (continued) 
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Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
AfAm-100 Factors CAm-100 HAm-100 
12. Medical - science 
& service 
.94 9. Medical - sci & service .85 8. Medical - sci/service 
13. Outspokenness .70 
.51 
10. Politics/Civil Service 
14. Adventurous 
.77 7. Politics 
14. Public Speaking .98 
.55 
16. Public Speaking 
10. Politics/Civil Service 
.98 15. Public Speaking 
.58 23. Civil Service 
15. Fine Arts .90 18. Fine Arts 
.62 2. Writing/Literature 
.89 17. Fine Arts 
.64 2. Writing/Literature 
16. Adventurous .90 
.61 
14. Adventurous 
4. Creative Arts 
.85 16. Adventurous 
.53 7. Politics 
.51 2. Writing/Literature 
17. Social/Heath and 
Natural Sciences 
.92 19. Health/Social Sci .69 19. Social Science 
.66 25. Unclear 
.60 10. Entertaining 
.58 8. Medical - sci/service 
.50 12. Special Needs People 
18. Statistics .88 
.56 
17. Statistics/Finance 
6. Science/Research 
.85 18. Statistics 
.63 14. Science/Research 
19. Politics & Civil 
Service 
.92 10. Politics/Civil Service 
.59 14. Adventurous 
.57 16. Public Speaking 
.50 2. Writing/Literature 
.81 7. Politics 
.68 23. Civil Service 
.56 15. Public Speaking 
.52 2. Writing 
20. Science/Research .89 6. Science/Research .84 14. Science/Research 
21. Unclear -.53 24. Unclear 
22. Unclear -.58 20. Unclear .56 23. Civil Service 
23. Unclear -.56 22. Unclear 
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Table 2C 
Correlation of AsAm-100 Factors with Factors Derived From Analysis of 100-Item Subset 
with Balanced Sample and Each Racial and Ethnic Group 
Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
AsAm-100 Factors BS-100 AfAm-100 
1. Business/Sales .96 1. Business/Sales .90 1. Business/Sales 
.55 6. Politics/Civil Service .54 18. Statisitcs 
2. Writing/Literature .97 3. Writing/Literature .89 3. Writing/Literature 
.63 15. Fine Arts .61 15. Fine Arts 
.55 18. Statistics 
3. Entertaining .94 8. Entertaining .92 7. Entertaining 
.56 17. Health/Social Sci 
4. Nature Activities .94 4. Nature/Mechanical .81 2. Nature/Mechanical Act. 
.51 17. Soc/Health/Natural Sci 
5. Science/Research .95 18. Science/Research .85 20. Science/Research 
.74 2. Mathematics .65 18. Statistics 
.61 4. Mathematics 
6. Medical — technical .95 9. Medical - tech support .89 5. Medical - tech support 
support .50 8. Entertaining .50 8. Special Needs People 
.50 11. Special Needs People 
7. Politics & .98 6. Politics/Civil Service .90 19. Politics/Civil Service 
Outspokenness .57 1. Business/Sales .70 13. Outspokenness 
.54 16. Public Speaking .63 1. Business/Sales 
.56 14. Public Speaking 
.53 16. Adventurous 
.50 3. Writing/Literature 
8. Military Activities .99 7. Military Act. .98 6. Military Act. 
9. Medical — science .95 12. Medical - sci & service .90 12. Medical - sci/service 
& service .52 4. Nature/Mechanical Act. .52 2. Nature/Mechanical Act. 
10. Mathematics .98 2. Mathematics .96 4. Mathematics 
11. Athletics .98 10. Athletics .93 10. Athletics 
Table 2C (continued) 
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Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
AsAm-100 Factors BS-100 AfAm-100 
12. Performing Arts .82 5. Creative Arts 
.61 6. Politics/Civil Service 
.61 19. Unclear 
.60 1. Business/Sales 
.71 9. Creative Arts 
.67 1. Business/Sales 
.62 16. Adventurous 
.61 3. Writing/Literature 
.54 19. Politics/Civil Service 
13. Special Needs 
People 
.97 11. Special Needs People .95 8. Special Needs People 
14. Teaching/ 
Education 
.96 13. Teaching/Education .94 11. Teaching/Education 
15. Adventurous .78 14. Adventurous .58 16. Adventurous 
16. Creative Arts .82 5. Creative Arts 
.56 15. Fine Arts 
.84 9. Creative Arts 
.57 15. Fine Arts 
17. Health/Social 
Science 
.79 17. Health/Social Sci .76 17. Health/Soc/Natural Sci 
18. Fine Arts .87 15. Fine Arts .81 15. Fine Arts 
.57 3. Writing/Literature 
.52 20. Science/Research 
19. Public Speaking .88 16. Public Speaking .81 14. Public Speaking 
20. Mechanical 
Activities 
-.58 19. Unclear .55 2. Nature/Mechanical Act. 
21. Unclear 
22. Academic 
Interests 
.64 15. Fine Arts 
.62 3. Writing/Literature 
.69 3. Writing/Literature 
.65 15. Fine Arts 
.59 19. Politics/Civil Service 
Table 2C (continued) 
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Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
As Am-100 Factors CAm-100 HAm-100 
1. Business/Sales .92 1. Business/Sales .86 1. Business/Sales 
.56 17. Statistics/Finance .58 20. Unclear 
.51 12. Teaching/Education .57 18. Statistics 
2. Writing/Literature .95 2.Writing/Literature .91 2. Writing/Literature 
.68 18. Fine Arts .61 17. Fine arts 
3. Entertaining .93 5. Entertaining .95 10. Entertaining 
.56 19. Health/Social Sci 
4. Nature Activities .93 3. Nature Act. .89 5. Nature Activities 
.54 6. Science/Research .55 6. Creative Arts 
.55 8. Medical - sci & service 
5. Science/Research .96 6. Science/Research .92 14. Science/Research 
.64 11. Mathematics .65 3. Mathematics 
.60 17. Statistics/Finance .59 18. Statistics 
6. Medical — technical .92 15. Medical — tech support .88 13. Medical - tech support 
support .54 1. Business/Sales 
7. Politics & .96 10. Politics/Civil Service .88 7. Politics 
Outspokenness .68 14. Adventurous .66 23. Civil Service 
.58 16. Public Speaking .59 15. Public Speaking 
.57 1. Business/Sales .50 2. Writing/Literature 
8. Military Activities .97 7. Military Act. .97 4. Military Act. 
9. Medical — science .92 9. Medical - sci/service .94 8. Medical - sci/service 
& service .51 3. Nature Act. 
.51 6. Science/Research 
10. Mathematics .97 11. Mathematics .92 3. Mathematics 
.60 17. Statistics/Finance .53 14. Science/Research 
.57 6. Science/Research .53 18. Statistics 
11. Athletics .97 8. Athletics .96 9. Athletics 
Table 2C (continued) 
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Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
AsAm-100 Factors CAm-100 HAm-100 
12. Performing Arts .85 4. Creative Arts .77 22. Unclear 
-.76 20. unclear .66 2. Writing/Literature 
.63 1. Business/Sales .51 16. Adventurous 
.55 14. Adventurous .50 23. Civil Service 
.54 2. Writing/Literature 
.54 10. Politics/Civil Service 
13. Special Needs .97 13. Special Needs People .96 12. Special Needs People 
People .53 23. Civil Service 
14. Teaching/ .94 12. Teaching/Education .94 11. Teaching/Education 
Education .55 19. Social Science 
.52 23. Civil Service 
15. Adventurous .63 14. Adventurous .67 16. Adventurous 
16. Creative Arts .80 4. Creative Arts .88 6. Creative Arts 
17. Health/Social .66 19. Health/Social Sci .73 19. Social Science 
Science .51 23. Civil Service 
.51 25. Unclear 
.50 8. Medical — sci/service 
18. Fine Arts .82 18. Fine Arts .74 17. Fine Arts 
.51 2. Writing/Literature .55 2. Writing/Literature 
-.52 21. Adventurous subset 
19. Public Speaking .84 16. Public Speaking .79 15. Public Speaking 
.56 23. Civil Service 
20. Mechanical .54 24. Unclear 
Activities 
21. Unclear .57 21. Adventurous subset 
22. Academic .63 18. Fine Arts .69 2. Writing/Literature 
Interests .66 2. Writing/Literature .60 17. Fine Arts 
.53 25. Unclear 
.52 23. Civil Service 
.50 19. Social Science 
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Table 3 C 
Correlation of CAm-100 Factors with Factors Derived From Analysis of 100-Item Subset 
with Balanced Sample and Each Racial and Ethnic Group 
Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
CAm-100 Factors BS-100 AfAm-100 
1. Business/Sales .99 
.61 
1. Business/Sales 
6. Politics/Civil Service 
.97 1. Business/Sales 
2. Writing/Literature .99 
.61 
.51 
3. Writing/Literature 
15. Fine Arts 
5. Creative Arts 
.97 3. Writing/Literature 
.62 15. Fine Arts 
.50 19. Politics/Civil Service 
3. Nature Activities .99 
.51 
4. Nature/Mechanical 
12. Medical - sci & service 
.88 2. Nature/Mechanical Act. 
4. Creative Arts .99 
.51 
5. Creative Arts 
14. Adventurous 
.94 9. Creative Arts 
.61 16. Adventurous 
.58 3. Writing/Literature 
5. Entertaining .94 
.52 
8. Entertaining 
17. Health/Social Sci 
.96 7. Entertaining 
.50 8. Special Needs People 
6. Science/Research .94 
.66 
.53 
18. Science/Research 
2. Mathematics 
4. Nature/Mechanical Act. 
.89 20. Science/Research 
.56 18. Statistics 
.54 4. Mathematics 
.52 2. Nature/Mechanical Act. 
7. Military Activities 1.00 7. Military Act. .99 6. Military Act. 
8. Athletics .99 10. Athletics .97 10. Athletics 
9. Medical - science 
& service 
.99 
.51 
.51 
12. Medical - sci & service 
4. Nature/Mechanical Act. 
10. Athletics 
.94 12. Medical — sci/service 
.50 2. Nature/Mechanical Act. 
10. Politics & Civil 
Service 
.98 
.53 
.53 
6. Politics/Civil Service 
1. Business/Sales 
16. Public Speaking 
.92 19. Politics/Civil Service 
.70 13. Outspokenness 
.60 1. Business/Sales 
.55 14. Public Speaking 
11. Mathematics .96 2. Mathematics .97 4. Mathematics 
Table 3C (continued) 
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Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
CAm-100 Factors BS-100 AfAm-100 
12. Teaching/ 
Education 
13. Special Needs 
People 
.99 13. Teaching/Education 
.99 11. Special Needs People 
.52 8. Entertaining 
.98 11. Teaching/Education 
.97 8. Special Needs People 
14. Adventurous 
(strong verbal 
component) 
.95 
.64 
.53 
14. Adventurous 
6. Politics/Civil Service 
5. Creative Arts 
.90 16. Adventurous 
.59 19. Politics/Civil Service 
.51 13. Outspokenness 
15. Medical -
technical support 
.97 9. Medical - tech support .88 5. Medical - tech support 
16. Public Speaking .99 
.59 
16. Public Speaking 
6. Politics/Civil Service 
.98 14. Public Speaking 
.57 19. Politics/Civil Service 
.50 3. Writing/Literature 
17. Statistics & 
Finance 
.68 
.54 
2. Mathematics 
18. Science/Research 
.88 18. Statistics 
.53 4. Mathematics 
18. Fine Arts .97 15. Fine Arts 
.64 3. Writing/Literature 
.90 15. Fine Arts 
.63 3. Writing/Literature 
19. Health/Social 
Science 
.93 17. Health/Social Sci 
.55 8. Entertaining 
.53 15. Fine Arts 
.92 17. Soc/Health/Natural Sci 
.52 8. Special Needs Peoples 
20. Unclear -.93 
-.51 
19. Unclear 
1. Business/Sales 
-.58 22. Unclear 
-.54 1. Business/Sales 
Table 3C (continued) 
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Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
CAm-100 Factors AsAm-100 HAm-100 
1. Business/Sales .92 1. Business/Sales .88 1. Business/Sales 
.63 12. Performing Arts .60 22. Unclear 
.57 7. Politics/Outspokenness .57 21. Adventurous subset 
.56 20. Unclear 
2. W riting/Literature .95 2. Writing/Literature .97 2. Writing/Literature 
.66 22. Academic Interests .57 17. Fine Arts 
.54 12. Performing Arts .56 19. Social Science 
.51 18. Fine Arts .52 25. Unclear 
3. Nature Activities .93 4. Nature Act. .91 5. Nature Act. 
.51 9. Medical — sci/service .54 8. Medical — sci/service 
4. Creative Arts .85 12. Performing Arts .80 6. Creative Arts 
.80 16. Creative Arts .61 2. Writing/Literature 
.61 22. Unclear 
.55 16. Adventurous 
5. Entertaining .93 3. Entertaining .90 10. Entertaining 
-.59 20. Unclear 
6. Science/Research .96 5. Science/Research .94 14. Science/Research 
.57 10. Mathematics .61 3. Mathematics 
.54 4. Nature Act. .54 13. Medical — sci/service 
.51 9. Medical - sci/service .53 5. Nature Act. 
7. Military Activities .99 8. Military Act. .97 4. Military Act. 
8. Athletics .97 11. Athletics .98 9. Athletics 
9. Medical — science .92 9. Medical - sci/service .84 8. Medical - sci/service 
& service 
10. Politics & Civil .96 7. Politics/Outspokenness .89 7. Politics 
Service .54 12. Performing Arts .64 23. Civil Service 
.55 15. Public Speaking 
11. Mathematics .97 10. Mathematics .94 3. Mathematics 
.64 5. Science/Research .52 14. Science/Research 
Table 3C (continued) 
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CAm-100 Factors 
Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
AsAm-100 HAm-100 
12. Teaching/ 
Education 
.94 14. Teaching/Education 
.51 1. Business/Sales 
.97 11. Teaching/Education 
.1 19. Social Science 
.58 23. Civil Service 
13. Special Needs 
People 
14. Adventurous 
(strong verbal 
component) 
15. Medical -
technical support 
16. Public Speaking 
17. Statistics & 
Finance 
.97 13. Special Needs People .96 12. Special Needs People 
.68 7. Politics/Outspokenness 
.63 15. Adventurous 
.55 12. Performing Arts 
.92 6. Medical - tech support 
.84 19. Public Speaking 
.58 7. Politics/Outspokenness 
.60 10. Mathematics 
.57 5. Science/Research 
.56 1. Business/Sales 
.85 16. Adventurous 
.70 7.Politics 
.92 13. Medical - tech support 
.98 15. Public Speaking 
.62 23. Civil Service 
.92 18. Statistics 
18. Fine Arts .82 18. Fine Arts 
.68 2. Writing/Literature 
.63 22. Academic Interests 
.87 17. Fine Arts 
.64 2. Writing/Literature 
.51 25. Unclear 
19. Health/Social 
Science 
.66 17. Health/Social Sci 
.56 3. Entertaining 
.63 10. Entertaining 
.63 19. Social Science 
-.62 21. Adventurous subset 
.57 25. Unclear 
20. Unclear -.76 12. Performing Arts -.63 22. Unclear 
-.53 2. Writing/Literature 
.51 3. Mathematics 
Table 4C 
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Correlation of HAm-100 Factors with Factors Derived From Analysis of 100 Item-Subset 
with Balanced Sample and Each Racial and Ethnic Grouo 
Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
HAm-100 Factors BS-100 AfAm-100 
1. Business/Sales .89 1. Business/Sales .84 1. Business/Sales 
.60 5. Medical - tech support 
2. Writing/Literature .95 3. Writing/Literature 
.63 15. Fine Arts 
.60 5. Creative Arts 
.53 19. Unclear 
.97 3. Writing/Literature 
.64 15. Fine Arts 
.55 9. Creative Arts 
.52 19. Politics/Civil Service 
.51 16. Adventurous 
3. Mathematics .92 2. Mathematics 
-.53 19. Unclear 
.95 4. Mathematics 
4. Military Activities .97 7. Military Act. .96 6. Military Act. 
5. Nature Activities .93 4. Nature/Mechanical .93 2. Nature/Mechanical Act. 
6. Creative Arts .83 5. Creative Arts .88 9. Creative Arts 
7. Politics .87 6. Politics/Civil Service 
.57 14. Adventurous 
.81 19. Politics/Civil Service 
.77 13. Outspokenness 
.53 16. Adventurous 
8. Medical - science 
& service 
.87 12. Medical - sci & service 
.55 17. Health/Social Sci 
.53 4. Nature/Mechanical Act. 
.85 12. Medical - sci/service 
.58 17. Soc/Health/Natural Sci 
.51 2. Nature/Mechanical Act. 
9. Athletics .97 10. Athletics .94 10. Athletics 
10. Entertaining .89 8. Entertaining 
.65 17. Health/Social Sci 
.90 7. Entertaining 
.60 17. Soc/Health/Natural Sci 
11. Teaching/ 
Education 
.97 13. Teaching/Education .96 11. Teaching/Education 
12. Special Needs 
People 
.97 11. Special Needs People .96 8. Special Needs People 
.50 17. Soc/Health/Natural Sci 
Table 4C (continued) 
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Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
HAm-100 Factors BS-100 AfAm-100 
13. Medical -
technical support 
.94 9. Medical — tech support .89 5. Medical - tech support 
14. Science/Research .95 18. Science/Research 
.61 2. Mathematics 
.50 12. Medical - sci/service 
.84 
.63 
20. Science/Research 
18. Statistics 
15. Public Speaking .96 16. Public Speaking 
.59 6. Politics/Civil Service 
.98 14. Public Speaking 
.56 19. Politics/Civil Service 
.54 3. Writing/Literature 
16. Adventurous .91 14. Adventurous 
.54 5. Creative Arts 
.85 16. Adventurous 
17. Fine Arts .90 15. Fine Arts 
.57 3. Writing/Literature 
.89 15. Fine Arts 
.59 3. Writing/Literature 
18. Statistics .63 2. Mathematics 
.56 18. Science/Research 
.85 18. Statistics 
19. Social Science .70 17. Health/Social Sci 
.58 13. Teaching/Education 
.53 3. Writing/Literature 
.69 
.61 
.60 
17. Soc/Health/Natural Sci 
3. Writing/Literature 
11. Teaching/Education 
20. Unclear .58 1. Business/Sales 
-.54 8. Entertaining 
.53 1. Business/Sales 
21. Adventurous 
subset 
(public service occ) 
.51 1. Business/Sales .55 1. Business/Sales 
22. Unclear 
(TV announcer) 
.59 5. Creative Arts 
.58 I. Business/Sales 
.51 6. Politics/Civil Service 
.61 
-.56 
1. Business/Sales 
23. Unclear 
23. Civil Service .69 6. Politics/Civil Service 
.59 16. Public Speaking 
.56 13. Teaching/Education 
.68 19. Politics/Civil Service 
.60 11. Teaching/Education 
.59 14. Public Speaking 
.56 22. Unclear 
Table 4C (continued) 
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Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
HAm-100 Factors BS-100 AfAm-100 
24. Unclear -.53 19. Unclear -.53 21. Unclear 
25. Unclear .63 17. Health/Social Sci .66 17. Soc/Health/Natural Sci 
.53 3. Writing/Literature 
Table 4C (continued) 
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Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
HAm-100 Factors AsAm-100 CAm-100 
1. Business/Sales .86 1. Business/Sales 
.54 6. Medical - tech support 
.88 1. Business/Sales 
2. Writing/Literature .91 2. Writing/Literature 
.69 22. Academic Interests 
.66 12. Performing Arts 
.55 18. Fine Arts 
.50 7. Politics/Outspokenness 
.97 2. Writing/Literature 
.64 18. Fine Arts 
.61 4. Creative Arts 
-.53 20. Unclear 
3. Mathematics .92 10. Mathematics 
.65 5. Science/Research 
.94 11. Mathematics 
.61 6. Science/Research 
.51 20. Unclear 
4. Military Activities .97 8. Military Act. .97 7. Military Act. 
5. Nature Activities .89 4. Nature Act. .91 3. Nature Act. 
.53 6. Science/Research 
6. Creative Arts .88 16. Creative Arts 
.55 4. Nature Act. 
.80 4. Creative Arts 
7. Politics .88 7. Politics/Outspokenness .89 10. Politics 
.70 14. Adventurous 
8. Medical - science 
& service 
.94 9. Medical - sci/service 
.55 4. Nature Act. 
.50 17. Health/Social Sci 
.84 9. Medical — sci/service 
.54 3. Nature Act. 
.54 6. Science/Research 
9. Athletics .96 11. Athletics .98 8. Athletics 
10. Entertaining .95 3. Entertaining .90 5. Entertaining 
.63 19. Health/Social Sci 
11. Teaching/ 
Education 
.94 14. Teaching/Education .97 12. Teaching/Education 
12. Special Needs 
People 
.96 13. Special Needs People .96 13. Special Needs People 
13. Medical -
technical support 
.88 6. Medical - tech support .92 15. Medical — tech support 
Table 4C (continued) 
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Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
HAm-100 Factors AsAm-100 CAm-100 
14. Science/Research .92 5. Science/Research 
.53 10. Mathematics 
.94 6. Science/Research 
.52 11. Mathematics 
15. Public Speaking .79 19. Public Speaking 
.59 7. Politics/Outspokenness 
.98 16. Public Speaking 
.55 10. Politics/Civil Service 
16. Adventurous .67 15. Adventurous 
.51 12. Performing Arts 
.85 14. Adventurous 
.55 4. Creative Arts 
17. Fine Arts .74 18. Fine Arts 
.61 2. Writing/Literature 
.60 22. Academic Interests 
.87 18. Fine Arts 
.57 2. Writing/Literature 
18. Statistics .59 5. Science/Research 
.57 1. Business/Sales 
.53 10. Mathematics 
.92 17. Statistics/Finance 
19. Social Science .73 17. Health/Social Sci 
.55 14. Teaching/Education 
.50 22. Academic Interests 
.63 19. Health/Social Sci 
.61 12. Teaching/Education 
.56 2. Writing/Literature 
20. Unclear .58 1. Business/Sales -.59 5. Entertaining 
.57 1. Business/Sales 
21. Adventurous 
subset (publ serv) 
.57 21. Unclear 
-.52 18. Fine Arts 
-.62 19. Health/Social Sci 
.57 1. Business/Sales 
22. Unclear 
(TV announcer) 
.77 12. Performing Arts -.63 20. Unclear 
.61 4. Creative Arts 
.60 1. Business/Sales 
23. Civil Service .66 7. Politics/Outspokenness 
.56 19. Public Speaking 
.53 13. Special Needs People 
.52 14. Teaching/Education 
.52 22. Academic Interests 
.51 17. Health/Social Sci 
.50 12. Performing Arts 
.64 10. Politics/Civil Service 
.62 16. Public Speaking 
.58 12. Teaching/Education 
Table 4C (continued) 
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HAm-100 Factors 
Correlated Factor Scales within Specified Factor Set 
AsAm-100 CAm-100 
24. Unclear .54 20. Mechanical Act 
25. Unclear .53 22. Academic Interests 
.51 17. Health/Social Sci 
.57 19. Health/Social Sci 
.52 2. Writing/Literature 
.51 18. Fine Arts 
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